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COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AT LOS ALAMOS 


MONDAY, DECEMBER 7, 1959 


SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNITIES OF THE 
JorntT CoMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
Los Alamos, N. Mew. 


The Subcommittee on Communities met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., 
in the civic auditorium, Los Alamos, N. Mex., Hon. Henry M. Jack- 
son (acting chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present were: Senators Clinton P. Anderson (chairman of the 
full committee), Henry M. Jackson (presiding), Wallace F. Bennett, 
and Representative William H. Bates. 

Also present: James T. Ramey, executive director, David R. Toll, 
staff counsel, and Edith Jack, ‘staff reporter, Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

Representatives of the Atomic Energy Commission Headquarters, 
Germantown, Md.; Richard X. Donovan and Geor ge J. Keto, 

Representing the Albuquerque Operations Office: Frank C. Di 
Luzio, deputy manager. 

Representatives of the Los Alamos Area Office: Paul A. Wilson, 
area manager, and John J. Burke, deputy manager and chairman of 
six-member committee to develop a new long-range plan. 

Other witnesses at morning session: James S. Coleman and John T. 
Crabtree, Los Alamos County Commissioners; W. T. Leland, repre- 
sentative of Los Alamos Homeowners’ Association, W. T. Lowery, 
W. B. Scherling, and D. C. Winburn. 

Chairman Anperson. Ladies and gentlemen, we are going to get 
underway here. May I say that in the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy we have a Subcommittee on Communities. However, the 
chairman of that subcommittee, Congressman Aspinall, was unable to 
come to Los Alamos today and Senator Jackson has very kindly 
agreed to come and preside at this hearing. 

“Before he does so, I want to make some introductions on my own. 
On my left is Senator Wallace Bennett of Utah. Senator Bennett 
is a new member of the committee this year but he is certainly a 
workhorse. We are delighted to have him on the committee because 
he has been attending the sessions so very well. He has participated 
also in European conferences for our benefit and he has been very, 
very anxious to be of assistance wherever he can. I am happy Sena- 
tor Bennett is here today. 

On the far right we have Congressman Bates of Massachusetts. 
He too is relatively new to the committee but because of his long 
membership in the House of Representatives he is not unfamiliar with 
our activities. He has been kind enough to come all the way from 
Massachusetts out here. He was delighted, I know, to find out what 


sunshine looks like. He has a very good chance to discover that this 
morning. 
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Without further introductions, I will turn the meeting over to Sen- 
ator Henry Jackson, of W ashington, with whom it was my pleasure to 
serve in the House of Representatives. During his service in the 
House he was a member of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
He is not new to this community either. He came here in 1949 when 
a very important decision was being reached with reference to whether 
or not this country should make w hat they called then the superbomb 
and which we now loosely call the H-bomb. Ata later time he moved 
on to the Senate and was immediately assigned to the Joint Commit- 
tee on Atomic Energy. He is one of our most valuable and indus- 
trious members. 

I am pleased to introduce Senator Henry Jackson today. Senator 
Jackson. 

Senator Jackson. Ladies and gentlemen, first I want to say it is a 
real privilege to be back in Los Alamos and to be in the home State 
of my old friend, Senator Anderson. As he pointed out, we have 
served together in the House of Representatives as well as in the U.S. 
Senate and particularly on the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
I am very pleased also that our colleagues from Massachusetts and 
Utah have come this distance to participate in the hearing. 

As you know, this is a meeting of the Subcommittee on Communi- 
ties of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. We are holding this 
public hearing in connection with the community problems in the city 
of Los Alamos. 

We plan to review four general subjects: First, housing including 
the Barranca Mesa and White Rock developments and the possibility 
of mobile homes; second, public use of the Los Alamos air strip; 
third, the Atomic Energy Commission policies with respect to com- 
mercial leases; and fourth, long range plans for the Los Alamos com- 
munity including the recent appointment of a six-member committee 
to develop a new long-range plan for Los Alamos community develop- 
ment. 

Our first witness this morning will be Mr. Paul A. Wilson, Area 
Manager of the Los Alamos Area Office for the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission. Following him, we expect to hear from Mr. John J. Burke, 
deputy manager and chairman of the recently appointed six-member 
committee to develop a new long-range plan. ‘Thereafter we plan to 
hear from the Los Alamos County commissioners and then every in- 
dividual and group who has requested an opportunity to testify today. 

During the morning session and after the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion witnesses, we hope to cover the long-range plan and housing sub- 
jects. In the ‘afternoon we will move to the commercial leasing and 
airstrip problem. 

Before Mr. Wilson takes the stand I would like to insert in the 
record, the press releases of October 27, 1959, and December 3, 1959, 
regarding the hearing. 
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(The material referred to follows :) 


FROM THE OFFICE OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 


[No. 248—For simultaneous release in Albuquerque, N. Mex., and Washington, 
D.C., on Tuesday, a.m., October 27, 1959] 


A public hearing on Los Alamos community matters has been scheduled to be 
held in Los Alamos on Monday, December 7, 1959, it was announced today by 
Senator Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 
The hearing will be held by the Subcommittee on Communities, to receive testi- 
mony by Los Alamos residents and AEC representatives, on three general areas: 

(1) Housing problems at Los Alamos, including additional space on Barranca 
Mesa, possible development of White Rock, and the possibility of mobile homes; 

(2) Possible use of the air strip by private aircraft or the possible development 
of a new strip; and 

(3) AEC policy with respect to commercial leases. 

Senator Anderson stated that the hearings would be open to the public, and 
that it was anticipated that testimony would be received from both representa- 
tives of the AEC, and residents and merchants at the Los Alamos community. 
He stated that he hoped that all points of view would be presented during the 
hearings. Anyone desiring to testify before the subcommittee during these hear- 
ings should send a written request to Senator Anderson’s office in Albuquerque, 
or the AEC Area Manager at Los Alamos, Mr. Paul Wilson. Notice may also 
be made to the joint committee staff, attention J. T. Ramey, executive director, 
at room F-88 of the Capitol, Washington 25, D.C. 


FROM THE OFFICE OF THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY 


(No. 250—For simultaneous release in Albuquerque, N. Mex., and Washington, 
D.C., on Thursday, a.m., December 3, 1959] 


Final arrangements have been completed for the public hearing to be held in 
Los Alamos next Monday. December 7, 1959, it was announced today by Senator 
Clinton P. Anderson, chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Senator Anderson announced that the hearing will commence at 10 a.m., in the 
Civie Auditorium at Los Alamos. The lead-off witness will be Mr. Paul Wilson, 
area manager of the Atomic Energy Commission, to be followed by individuals 
and representatives of groups in the Los Alamos community. AEC representa- 
tives will be requested to comment on questions raised by the public witnesses, 

Senator Anderson indicated that about six such requests to testify have been 
received to date. Additional requests to testify should be received by Friday, 
December 4, if possible. Requests should be made to Senator Anderson’s office 
in Albuquerque or to AEC Area Manager in Los Alamos, Mr. Paul Wilson. 

In addition to Senator Anderson, the following members of the joint committee 
have tentatively indicated that they plan to come to Los Alamos for the hearing: 
Senator Henry M. Jackson, Washington; Senator Wallace F. Bennett, Utah; and 
Congressman William H. Bates, Massachusetts. 

The subcommittee plans to tour the Los Alamos community between 8:30 and 
9:30 on Monday morning, prior to the hearing. A more detailed inspection of 
the laboratory is scheduled for the following day, Tuesday, December 8, 1959. 

As announced by Senator Anderson on October 27, 1959, the subjects to be 
considered during the hearing include the following three general areas: 

(1) Housing problems at Los Alamos, including additional space on Barranca 
Mesa, possible developments of White Rock, and the possibility of mobile homes; 


1If necessary to hear all witnesses the hearings will be carried over to Tuesday morning, 
Dec. 8, 1959. 
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(2) Possible use of the air strip by private aircraft or the possible development 
of a new strip; and 

(3) AEC policy with respect to commercial leases. 

In addition, Senator Anderson stated that he expected the hearing to cover 
the subsequent November 23 announcement by AEC of the appointment of a 
six-nember committee to develop a new long-range plan for Los Alamos com- 
munity development. 

Concerning the hearing, Senator Anderson stated: 

“On October 27, 1959, I announced that our committee would hold a public 
hearing at Los Alamos on December 7. Since then the AEC has announced 
the appointment of a six-member committee to develop a new long-range plan 
for Los Alamos community development, and also that it plans to proceed with 
development of housing at the White Rock area. I am gratified concerning the 
White Rock announcement, because I have been urging the Commission to 
undertake this step for some time. However, as to the appointment of a long- 
range plan committee, I hope that this will not be used as a device to avoid 
early decisions on the future of the Los Alamos community.” 

Statements to be presented to the subcommittee should be no longer than six 
pages (double spaced) capable of being read in 15 minutes. An equal 15 minutes 
will be allowed for questioning by the subcommittee. Because of limitations 
on time it is anticipated that each witness will testify no longer than 30 
minutes. Witnesses are requested, if possible, to bring with them 50 copies 
of their statements for the use of the committee and members of the press. 


Senator Jackson. Prior to these hearings we asked Mr. Paul Wil- 
son of AEC to prepare a brief summary of the issues expected to be 
considered today, and I would like to insert that in the record at 
this point. 


Issurs To BE CONSIDERED BY THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON COMMUNITIFS AT THE 
FORTHCOMING CONGRESSIONAL HEARING ON DECEMBER 7-8, 1959 


Los Alamos, N. Mex., November 138, 1959 


A. HOUSING PROBLEMS 
(1) Disposal 

Periodically some Los Alamos residents raise the question as to when the 
AEC intends to dispose of the housing at Los Alamos. Recently the question 
was raised again in a communication from a Los Alamos resident to the chair- 
man, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. In this case, the question was pri- 
marily a request that the Commission allow residents an option to buy their 
homes. The resident was considering an addition to his home at his expense 
and he considered that the absence of a specific policy statement by the Com- 
mission as to timing of disposal was a deterrent to this investment. 

The Commission’s policy has been that disposal of the housing at Los Alamos 
is not feasible as long as a significant shortage of housing exists (approxi- 
mately 65 to 70 percent of Los Alamos’ working population are housed at Los 
Alamos Canyon (across the bridge from the present townsite) was made avail- 
Commission has attempted to relieve the housing shortage through making it 
possible for project-connected persons to build their own homes. It is believed 
that when several hundred private homes are constructed, the shortage of 
housing will be relieved to the extent that sale of the Government housing may 
be feasible. 

Recognizing, however, that disposal is an ultimate objective, the AEC has 
from time to time reexamined the problems incident to disposal at Los Alamos 
and is now constituting a committee to examine into and report on all of the 
problems connected with disposal. It is planned that this review will be 
finished by the middle of 1960. 


(2) Barranca Mesa 


The Commission has determined that alleviation of the housing shortage 
should be sought through private development, and to this end has already set 
aside an area on Barranca Mesa, north of the townsite, for the private con- 
struction of homes. Land has been subdivided, 71 lots sold, and an additional 
47 lots are under development. Costs of the site development have been borne 
by the AEC with the investment to be recovered through the sale of lots and 
utilities. It appears that this project will be very successful; 14 houses have 
already been constructed and are lived in and 25 more are under construction. 
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It is understood the Commission plans to seek additional appropriations for the 
further development of this area in the 1961 budget. 
(3) White Rock 

The Commission is also considering setting aside land in the White Rock area 
of Los Alamos County (approximately 8 miles southeast of Los Alamos) and 
under this plan land would be sold to a developer for development of the area 
and construction of homes for sale to project-connected personnel. Only a 
small amount of appropriated funds would be needed to get this project started. 
(4) Trailer park 

There has been a certain amount of pressure on the AEC for development 
of a modern trailer park at Los Alamos. The present trailer park is badly 
overcrowded and sized primarily for small trailers of the 1940-50 vintage. 
The AEC has been willing for sometime to attempt to develop a modern trailer 
park but a satisfactory site had not been found until a few months ago when 
land, which had previously been reserved for technical uses, south of Los 
Alamos Canyon (across the bridge from the present townsite) was made avail- 
able for this use. The AEC immediately commenced planning for a modern 
trailer park in this area. Invitations are presently out to bid for development 
and construction of a trailer park by private interests. Bids on this project 
are scheduled to be opened on November 30, 1959. There does not appear to 
be any point of issue connected with this development. 


(5) Housing for business operators 


The businessmen have complained for a number of years about the AEC 
policy concerning the types of housing available for business owners and em- 
ployees. The AEC has restricted these personnel to types of housing that are 
satisfactory but not the most desirable. The position of the AEC has remained 
relatively unchanged over a number of years and is based upon two major 
points: (1) Extreme shortage of housing makes it necessary that the more 
desirable houses be allocated to the laboratory and other AEC contractors 
who are more directly related to the project assignments; and (2) expressions 
by various congressional committees and the Bureau of the Budget in the late 
1940’s and early 1950’s that the Government should not provide any housing at 
Los Alamos for merchants and their employees. 


B. AIRPORT 


The issue revolves primarily around the proposed public use of the AEO 
owned Los Alamos airstrip. This airstrip is located at the eastern edge of town 
in close proximity to residential housing and is now used only by the AEC 
chartered airline, which has a contract for transporting official visitors and 
project personnel between Los Alamos and Albuquerque. It is to be noted that 
unofficial revenue passengers may also use this airline on a space-available 
basis. Public use of the airport by private planes is favored by the Los Alamos 
Aeronautical Association, which has some 60 members owning approximately 
25 airplanes who now use the Santa Fe airport 40 miles east. Public use of the 
Los Alamos airport is opposed by the residents living in the area west of the 
airstrip. In addition, Los Alamos is in a restricted airspace reservation covered 
by an Executive order, dated May 23, 1950. This airspace cannot be penetrated 
except by authority of the AEC. Historically permission has been refused 
except for the chartered airline mentioned above, emergency medical cases, 
and other official activities, such as timber resources surveys, aS permitted by 
the AKC. 

It is understood that the matter of airspace reservation is under review at 
the Washington level by FAA. The Commission’s official position to date on the 
opening of the present airstrip is that it would put the Commission in the posi- 
tion of operating a public airstrip which is believed to be contrary to the 
Commission’s authority and not warranted in terms of programmatic need. 

The Aeronautical Association has also been exploring the possibility of 
alternative sites within the county and two sites are receiving the greatest 
attention. The first is on North Mesa (the mesa immediately north of the 
present airstrip) and the second is at White Rock, which has been tentatively 
set aside for the housing development mentioned above. The practicality of an 
airstrip on North Mesa and the compatability of an airstrip at White Rock 
with the proposed housing development are matters currently under study by 
both the private pilots and the AEC. 
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C. AEC POLICY ON COMMERCIAL LEASES 


(1) Present rental rates 

Some merchants claim that their rental rates to the Government for the use 
of commercial space are too high and that their rates should be adjusted 
downward. The AEC believes that it has no authority to make downward 
adjustments in the rental rates since these rates are now set up in binding 
contracts which in most cases resulted from competitive bidding. It is believed 
that the Commission cannot make such an adjustment when there is no compen- 
sating return to the Government. 
(2) Negotiated extensions 

The Anderson-De mpsey amendment (Public Law 722, 84th Cong., 2d sess., 
ch. 608, H.R. 11926, “An Act To Amend the Atomic Energy Act of 1954”) permits 
the AEC to negotiate extensions of existing leases upon expiration of the present 
lease in the case of those merchants who have given satisfactory service at 
Los Alamos; 18 such leases have been extended under this arrangement and 
no merchant has been turned down as unsatisfactory. A few of these merchants 
have indicated that the AEC negotiating committee has been too arbitrary and 
that the final rental rates have been dictated rather than negotiated. It is be- 
lieved that in the great majority of cases the merchants have been satisfied 
with their new leases and the AEC believes that the final rental rates arrived 
at in all cases are fair to the merchant as well as to the Government. In no 
case has the merchant refused to sign the new lease. 
(8) Additional competition 


The AEC and many local residents believe that more commercial facilities 
are needed at Los Alamos and for this reason the AEC has taken steps to adver- 
tise for competitive bids vacant land which may be used for commercial purposes. 
The buildings to be erected on such leased land would be constructed by private 
capital. Some of the merchants now leasing buildings from the Government 
believe this would cause too much competition and might run them out of busi- 
ness. The AEC believes that more competition would be beneficial to the resi- 
dents of the community and in some cases would even help the existing mer- 
chants themselves. It is also believed that additional buildings in Los Alamos 
will provide competition with the Government rental rates which the merchants 
say are now too high, and thus tend to adjust rental rates on a competitive 
basis. 


STATEMENT OF PAUL A. WILSON, AREA MANAGER, LOS ALAMOS 
AREA OFFICE, ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


Mr. Wiuson. Mr. Chairman and members of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, I would like to say it is a pleasure to have members 
of the Joint C ommittee visit Los Alamos and see firsthand just what 
is being accomplished here. It is a privilege for me to be here and 
to participate in these hearings. 

I have prepared a statement for presentation to the committee. 
This statement is divided into two parts. The first part, which I will 
read, is concerned with the issues I understand the committee will con- 
sider tod: ay. The second part includes a detailed cost analysis on the 
operation ‘of the community, a summary of the policies and regula- 
tions on commercial leasing, and copies of letters on various subjects. 
With your permission, I will not read this latter material but will 
present it for inclusion in the record. 

(The material referred to will be found on pp. 23-37.) 

Mr. Wirson. It is my understanding that three general subjects 
under the heading of “Community” will be considered at this hearing. 
These subjects are: 

(1) Housing, including Barranca Mesa and White Rock, 
(2) Public use of the Los Alamos airstrip, and 
(3) AEC policies with respect to commercial leases. 
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I will present a statement on each of these subjects. 

First, I would like to say that the operation of a Government-owned 
community is a most difficult job. On one hand the AEC must 
operate a community that will meet the requirements of the program, 
the laboratory, and the people. We must make sure that housing is 
adequate and all facilities are such as to attract and hold good em- 
yloyees. On the other hand we must consider the taxpayer—we must 
hold our budgets and expenditures to a minimum and ‘be as austere 
as possible in new construction and in our operations. With 13,500 
persons living in Los Alamos, I find we have hundreds of self- 
appointed inspectors, judges, and critics. This is good, because it 
forces us to carefully consider every action we take. As each com- 
munity problem arises, we find it necessary to carefully weigh all 
of the facts available and to make decisions that we believe to be 
most advantageous to the program as a whole. 

We have also found that as the community ages and becomes more 
mature things which the Commission once did may now be no longer 
appropriate, and vice versa. This flexibility in our operating policies 
which we strive to maintain often comes back to haunt us but at the 
same time serves to keep us on our toes. Being human, we make 
mistakes. However, I wish to assure you that I and my staff are 
always ready to correct errors or to listen to the judgment of others 
in case others think we are wrong or inconsistent. 

Next, I would like to speak on the programmatic need for the 
community of Los Alamos. 


A. PROGRAMMATIC NEED FOR THE COMMUNITY 


The community of Los Alamos did not exist prior to the construc- 
tion of the Los Alamos Scientific Laborator y. The houses, schools, 
business establishments, recreational facilities, and all other support- 
ing facilities were constructed by the Federal Government concurrent 
with the construction of the Labor atory facilities. Without the Lab- 
oratory, there is no need for the community and without the commu- 
nity the Laborator y could not exist. Therefore, the housing, schools, 
business establishments, recreational, and other facilities are as much 
a part of the Laboratory as are the buildings in which research and 
development are being pursued. The programmatic need for the 
community is so great “that the difference between having a pleasant 
community with livable housing and having an unattractive commu- 
nity with undesirable housing can mean the difference between hav- 
ing a successful research and dev elopment program or an unsuccess- 
ful one. The Labor atory has more than 1,000 staff members, all of 
whom have B.S. degrees, M.A. degrees, or Ph.D. degrees in some 
branch of science. Many of these scientists have national and inter- 

national reputations within their special scientific disciplines. It is 
necessary that new topflight scientists be attracted to the Laboratory 
from time to time in order that new and stimulating ideas are intro- 
duced into the pool of Laboratory knowledge. Both the Labor: atory 
and the community must be maintained at a high level of quality 
in order to attract the most outstanding and most desirable types of 
scientific personnel. Few employees will come to Los Alamos or re- 
main here if it means that their wives and families must live in unat- 
tractive houses with unpleasant surroundings and poor shopping, 
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recreational, and other facilities. At present, Los Alamos is a reason- 
able attractive place to live and the supporting facilities are reason- 
ably good, but a determined effort must ie made to keep them so and 
to add and improve facilities from time to time or the community 
and the Laboratory will decline. Continued attention should be given 
to the following items over the next few years: 

1. Promote and assist private housing development in such areas 
as Barranca Mesa and White Rock so that the private housing can 
adequately provide for the community needs. 

2. Improve the standard of maintenance, especially on housing, by 
increasing the funds available for housing maintenance. 

3. Lease vacant land, in a limited amount, to private firms for the 
construction of more business houses so that competition in the sale 
of merchandise and in the furnishing of services may be increased 
and so that more rental space will be available and rental rates will 
adjust accordingly. 

4. Dispose of all the old wartime types of buildings still remaining 
on the project and for which no reasonable need is foreseen. This 
would include the removal of all remaining substandard housing as 
soon as private housing construction has developed to the point w here 
these units can be removed from the project without causing a serious 
shortage of housing. 

5. Further improve recreational facilities throughout the commu- 
nity. Such facilities might include: 

(a) A new civic or community building to provide a central 
recreational center and assembly building to house some of the 
larger types of recreational meetings and to provide small rooms 
for meeting places for some of the more than 150 clubs and organ- 
izations now active in Los Alamos. Our only building now avail- 
able for this use is a converted wartime messhall. 

(6) More playgrounds, tennis courts, and other such outdoor 
facilities, particularly for the newer housing areas. 

6. Keep the school plant modern and not overcrowed. The schools 
in Los Alamos are considered to be good. However, a continued ef- 
fort must be made to keep them good and to keep them in the upper 
quartile of schools in New Mexico. 


B. COST OF OPERATING THE COMMUNITY 


I would like to mention briefly the cost of operating the Los Alamos 
community. 

The cost of operating the community is paid for primarily from the 
rents collected on housing and business buildings and from the income 
from utilities. The excess of income over operating expense on these 
three items is used to assist in the operation and maintenance of the 
schools, medical center, library, recreational facilities, police depart- 
ment, fire department, "roads and streets, and other activities in Los 
Alamos. Rather than attempt to go into figures and details, I pro- 
pose to submit for the record a complete statement on where the funds 
come from and how they are used. This statement is appendix A 


(p. 23). 
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C. HOUSING PROBLEMS 
(7) Disposal 


One cannot discuss community problems at Los Alamos without 
first considering the Commission’s long-range objectives for the com- 
munity. In 1952 when the Commission was actively considering pro- 
posed legislation for the disposal of the Government’s community in- 
terests at Oak Ridge, Tenn., and Richland, Wash., very serious con- 
sideration was given to the question of whether Los Alamos should 
be included in ‘disposal planning at that time. The Commission’s 
panel on community operations ex xamined this question at some length 
and concluded that it could not recommend that the incorporation and 
disposal goals should be applied to Los Alamos at that time. The 
panel, however, recommended that the policy of the AEC should ulti- 
mately be to bring about conditions which would make it feasible to 
discontinue Federal operation of the community. 

The bases for the panel’s recommendations were summarized in four 
obstacles then existing. These were: 

(a) A high standard of community service which indicated a con- 
tinued sizable subsidy. 

(6) Attitude of residents: There did not appear to be any evident 
demand for self-government and homeownership in the town. 

(c) The nature of the real estate at. Los Alamos constituted an 
obstacle to incorporation and disposal (only one-third of the housing 
units were single dwellings). 

(d) The security aspects of the then existing per imeter controls con- 
stituted at least 2 temporary obstacle to incorporation. 

Since 1952, actions of the AEC with respect to the Los Alamos com- 
munity have taken into account the possibility of eventual disposal of 
all or a major part of the Government’s interests. Major actions al- 
ready taken include: The removal of perimeter security controls, ac- 
complished in 1957; the sale of land at Barranca Mesa for the con- 
struction of private homes; the development and adoption of a long- 
range land-use plan; and the adoption of a program of long-term 
leasing of property suitable for commercial development. This has 
been implemented in one instance and three other projects are cur- 
rently underway. 

Notwithstanding these significant steps forward, there remains a 
great amount of work and planning before disposal could be feasible. 
Primarily the AEC cannot afford to recommend disposal of its resi- 
dential real estate until such time as the total housing available ex- 
ceeds the housing requirements. This represents the greatest obstacle 
yet remaining before arriving at a specific timetable for disposal 
activities. ‘To overcome the current housing shortage, the Commis- 
sion has authorized projects designed to encourage construction of 
private homes by private capital. The areas involved are Barranca 
Mesa and White Rock, both of which I will discuss further. 

Separate and distinct from overall disposal considerations is the fact 
that homeownership, and greater participation by the people in local 
government are most desirable objectives. To that end a committee 
has been constituted by Mr. Kenner F. Hertford, manager of the 
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Albuquerque operations, to consider and recommend actions designed 
to bring us closer to these goals. A copy of the letter of appointment 
is being submitted as appendix B (p. 28). 


(2) Barranca Mesa 


I mentioned that one major project devoted to alleviation of the 
housing shortage is the Barranca Mesa project. Barranca Mesa is 
located immediately north of and contiguous to the present. townsite. 
With funds made available by the 84th Congress, 72 lots were devel- 
oped, appraised by FHA, and sold through a public drawing to 
project-connected persons. Sixteen houses have already been con- 
structed and are occupied and 25 more are under construction. We 
also have funds in the fiscal year 1960 appropriation for the develop- 
ment of 47 more lots and a contract for this work has been awarded. 
We believe that a total of approximately 400 houses could eventually 
be constructed on Barranca Mesa. 

The project appears at this stage to be very successful. It has 
caused a great deal of interest on the part of the tow nspeople as is 
evidenced by the number of residents who visit the area each Saturday 
and Sunday. 

(3) White Rock 

The White Rock area, site of a former construction camp, lies ap- 
proximately 8 miles southeast of the town of Los Alamos. Since the 
beginning of the program to provide for construction of private 
homes, this area has interested many of the residents who are not 
attracted by the Barranca Mesa area. Several features which are 
regarded by project-connected personnel as making White Rock an 
attractive location for permanent living are: 

(a) Lower altitude (approximately 1,000 feet lower than Los 
Alamos). 

(b) Warmer climate and longer gardening season. 

(c) Ready accessibility and the avoidance of the local traffic prob- 
lems en route to and from work. 

In a survey conducted with the assistance of the laboratory several 
months ago, 250 persons indicated a specific interest in living in the 
White Rock area. Accordingly, the local AEC office presented a 
plan for the development of the area to the Commission of Washington. 
Approval has been received and detailed planning is now underway. 
Briefly. the plan provides that : 

(a) The AEC advertise for proposals from prospective developers 
who are interested in the White Rock development. 

(5) A developer be selected and a contract written providing for 
development of a housing area of 200 lots at the expense of the 
developer. 

(c) The necessary land be deeded to the developer at a cost of $25 
per acre. 

(zd) The developer will install within the area at his own expense 
all streets and utilities including telephones, electricity, gas, water, 
sewers, and sewage disposal] plant. 

(e) The developer 1 is expected to construct housing units and make 
these housing units available on a first-preference basis for 2 months 
for sale or rent to project-connected persons or make available de- 
veloped lots for sale to project-connected persons, on a first-preference 
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basis for 6 months for the construction of homes. Thereafter, the 
property can be made available for nonproject-connected persons. 

(7) The developer construct at his expense a combination police- 
fire building to serve the area. 

(7) The developer dedicate the completed streets and roads to the 
county, and convey title to the Government of the completed utility 
distribution systems and police-fire building. 

(h) The children of the White Rock residents could attend the Los 
Alamos schools. 

(i) The AEC would provide police and fire protection and guaran- 
tee utilities for a period of 55 years or until taken over by an appro- 
priate public or private utility group. 

( 1) Trailer park 

Mobile homes were mentioned by the Joint Committee in the press 
release regarding these hearings as one of the items to be discussed, and 
I assume that its discussion arises primarily because it is another 
aspect of the overall housing problem. The local AEC office has been 
aware of the need for a modern trailer court for some years. Our pres- 
ent trailer area is badly overcrowded and is sized for small trailers of a 
type that is becoming obsolete. We had been unable to find an appro- 
priate townsite location for a new and modern trailer court for several 
years. Recently land previously reserved for technical uses, south 
of Los Alamos C anyon In the area known locally as Contractors’ Row, 
became available for this use. Invitations for bids on the construction 
and development of a trailer park by private interests were sent out 
and bids were opened on November 30, 1959. Three bids were received 
but only one was responsive to the invitation. This one bid has been 
withdrawn because the bidder made a serious mistake in the amount of 
his bid. We are now in the process of negotiating with all three of the 
interested bidders to see if we ean select a contractor and come to an 
agreement on the terms of a contract and the rental rate. 


(5) Housing for business owners and employees 


During the early years of the project all commercial operations 
were under the jurisdiction of the Army Exchange Service, and the 
Quartermaster Commissary Sales Service. With the advent of private 
business, it was necessary to make available a limited number of living 
accommodations at Los Alamos for the owner and the key personnel 
engaged in business enterprise, in order to obtain adequate services for 
residents. Initially, because the housing was so scarce, only one family 
housing unit was made available to each business. Later, as more 
housing was aded, additional housing was made available to business 
firms commensurate with the number of employees and type of service 
being performed. 

Starting in Oetober 1952, the administration of family housing 
at, Los Alamos was divided among the three major operating groups 

(Laboratory, Zia, and “AEC and others”) in an effort to give the 
Laboratory employees a greater number of better-type family units 
which they desperately needed. In order to make available to the 
Laboratory the maximum number of better-type units, we limited the 
type of units to which owners of private business and their employees 

49176—60—2 
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might be assigned. At the present time owners of private businesses 
and their employees are eligible for 20 different types of housing, 
including 1, 2, 3, and 4-bedroom units. 

Business owners and employees presently occupy: 104 family house- 
keeping units; 12 efficiency apartments; 25 kitchenette apartments; 
6 dormitory rooms; 13 trailer spaces—This makes a total of 160 units. 

The current ceiling of family housekeeping units allocated to all 
business firms at Los Alamos totals 130 units; 104 of these units are 
occupied, leaving 26 units not presently claimed by various firms. 

The question is whether or not the best housing should be assigned 
to merchants and their employees. I do not consider the types now 
assigned to be unlivable. These same types of housing are assigned 
to all Los Alamos employees, including employees of AEC, the Zia 
Co., and the Laboratory. A recent check indicates that of the last 
51 families housed by the Laboratory, 42 were assigned to housing of 
the same types as those for which merchants or their employees are 
eligible. I would like to be able to furnish the best housing to the 
business people, however, I cannot, at this time see my way clear to 
amending our local rules because of the overall housing shortage. 

The next subject is public use of Los Alamos airstrip. 

The Los Alamos Aeronautical Association has made several re- 
quests to the AEC to open the Los Alamos airstrip for use by asso- 
ciation members. 

The airstrip was constructed by the Government and has continued 
to be operated and maintained by the AEC, through the Zia Co., as 
a means of providing quick and reliable transportation for project- 
connected personnel between Los Alamos and Albuquerque. The air- 
plane flights are all made by Carco under an official contract with 
the AEC. Unofficial revenue passengers can also use the airline on 
a space-available basis. 

Several years ago AEC considered relocating the Los Alamos air- 
strip to the White Rock area for the purpose of making the existing 
location available as a site for replacement housing. Ultimately, the 
present airstrip site was not used for housing purposes. It was then 
decided to rehabilitate and extend the existing airstrip rather than 
adopt the more costly alternative of constructing a new airstrip at 
White Rock. Accordingly, since the present airstrip adequately ful- 
fills the Commission’s programmatic needs with respect to air trans- 
portation, AEC would not be justified in proposing a relocation of 
the existing strip. 

While I believe the airstrip is adequate for its present use, there 
are several reasons why I have recommended against the opening of 
the Los Alamos airstrip to public use. Those reasons are briefly as 
follows: 

(1) I believe that an increase in the number of planes using the 
strip will increase the hazard of flying in the vicinity. 

(2) Official personnel who must use Carco service object to the pos- 
sibility of increasing the hazard of flying from the strip. For your 
information, I would like to submit for the record a letter of Novem- 
ber 2, 1959, from the Director of the Laboratory to me on this subject. 
This letter is marked appendix C (p.29). 

(3) Additional flying from the strip will increase the possibility 
of a crash into the DP area where plutonium is handled in sizable 
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quantities. Such a crash and a resulting fire could spread contami- 
nated materials over large parts of Los Alamos. The probability of 
such an accident would be quite small; however, it would be possible. 

In addition, I will mention the followi ing factors: 

(a) There is a question as to whether the AEC can assume the 
responsibilities and liabilities of operating a public airfield as a part 
of its programmatic functions. 

(6) There are many local residents living near the airstrip who 
china to an increase in ‘the use of the airfield. 

(c) It is not yet known whether or not the airstrip will be inside 
or outside of an airspace reservation. At present the field is within 
a prohibited airspace, but Federal Aviation Agency is now studying 
the matter with the intention of reducing the size of the area if pos- 
sible. The result of this study will not ‘be known for some time. 

Accordingly, it is still my recommendation that the Los Alamos 
airstrip not be opened for public use. 

There is also the question of the use of the White Rock area as a 
site for a privately financed and operated airstrip. It is pointed out 
that this area, containing about 800 acres, is tentatively set aside, as 
explained earlier, for possible use as a housing development. It is 
my belief that the 800-acre area should not be used for both housing 
and an airstrip. The airstrip could, and I believe would, reduce the 
desirability of the housing and thus prevent expansion of the housing 
area, as is the ultimate goal. In my opinion, the opportunity to have 
housing in this area should be given first priority. If we fail to get 
a housing developer after an honest try, then further consideration 
can be given to the use of the area for an airstrip. However, in a 
letter of November 12, 1959, from Dr. N. E. Bradbury to me, it is 
indicated that if the White Rock area is not used for housing, the 
Laboratory would prefer that this area be reserved for possible future 
laboratory expansion. This letter is attached as appendix D (p, 30). 

There is also the question as to whether White Rock will be included 
within the airspace reservation. Therefore, after carefully studying 
all the problems, I must recommend that the White Rock area be 
reserved for housing only and if and when the housing development 
is under way, permit the residents of that area to help decide as to 
the desirability of a nearby airst rip. 

The Aeronautical Association is also considering a location on 
North Mesa, which is certainly less desirable to them than the White 
Rock area. A strip in this area would involve the moving of two 
roads and a powerline and the approach to the strip would be directly 
over the Bayo Canyon firing site. Since it is not yet known whether 
or not this area will be included in any restricted flying area, it would 
be most appropriate to postpone a decision on the use of North Mesa 
until after a FAA decison has been made. 

Aeronautical Association members have indicated to me they pre- 
fer to find a location which will ultimately support an airfield large 
enough for commercial flying. They hope eventually to get county 
and Federal financial aid in construction of the airfield. All of this 
makes the present task of finding a suitable location within Los 
Alamos County more difficult. 

The next general subject is AEC policy on commercial leases, and 
the first subtopic is: 
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(1) Present rental rates 

Some merchants claim that their rental rates for the use of com- 
mercial space are too high and that these rates should be adjusted 
downward. I speak here of those leases which are current and have 
some years to run. I will speak later on these leases which are about 
to expire and which we hope to extend through negotiation as per- 
mitted by the Anderson-Dempsey amendment, “Public Law 7 (22, 84th 
Congress. 

There has been considerable feeling that the AEC should negotiate 
with holders of leases when the leasees feel that their rental rates 
are too high. There are two reasons why we do not do this: the first 
is that leases, like other contracts, once voluntarily made are obliga- 
tions which must be carried out. It would not be fair to people who 
participated in bidding for leases, but lost out to the high bidder, if 
we were now to reduce rents. Similarly, it would not be fair to 
reduce rents, which leasees think are too high, without also increasing 
those rents which the AEC thinks are too low. 

The second reason we do not negotiate an adjustment in current 
leases is that generally executive officers and employees of the Gov- 
ernment may not give away the vested rights of the United States 
without adequate compensation in return, except as authorized by 
statutes. I am advised that Public Law 722 does not authorize the 
AEC to negotiate reductions in current lease obligations. 

(2) Negotiated extensions 

We also have at issue the position of the AEC with regard to rental 
rates when leases are expiring and extensions are being considered 
under the provisions of Public Law 722. Since this law has been 
passed, 19 such leases have been extended and no merchant has been 
turned by the AEC as unsatisfactory. True, a few of these mer- 
chants have claimed that the AEC negotiating committee has been 
too arbitrary and that the final rental rates have been dictated rather 
than negotiated. Of the 19 leases which have been extended, all in- 
clude terms which I consider to be more advantageous to the mer- 
chant than the terms of his previous lease. We believe that in the 
majority of these cases the merchants have been satisfied with their 
new leases. We also believe that the final rental rates arrived at in 
all cases were fair to the merchants, as well as the Government. 

It would be advantageous perhaps to review briefly the overall policy 
of the Commission with respect to Public Law 722. Initially, conces- 
sions at Los Alamos were operated under license agreements which 
were executed for a term of 1 year. Later, the agreements were ex- 
tended for 3 years, and subsequently, i in all cases, were extended to 
provide 10 full years of operation from the effective date of the initial 
l-year agreement. 

‘In 1956, the first of these license agreements expired and under the 
then existing policy of the Commission, the space was advertised on a 
competitive bid basis. The original tenant was not the high bidder. 
Prior to award, however, we were notified by AEC headquarters on 
July 13, 1956, to reject all bids, since H.R. 11926 had passed both the 
House and Senate, and it was contemplated that negotiations for an 
extension would be conducted with the incumbent. The bill which 
provided for such negotiations later became known as Public Law 722. 
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Since the passage of this legislation, leases have been negotiated to 
replace all expiring license agreements whenever the licensee 
so desired. 

So far as is pertinent, the language used in Public Law 722 is as 
follows and I quote: 

The Commission is authorized to grant * * * leases * * * upon adjusted terms 
which are fair and reasonable * * * without securing competitive bids, but taking 
into consideration the * * * services required by the residents * * *, the experience 
of each concession applicant * * *, ability * * * to meet the needs of the commu- 
nity, and * * * the contribution * * * applicant has made or will make to the 
other activities and general welfare of the community. 

After the Act was passed the Commission adopted a policy (modi- 
fying its earlier one) of negotiating extensions of expiring leases when- 
ever continued services were needed and the incumbent lessees had con- 
ducted satisfactory operations. In the case of new businesses the AEC 
continued to seek competition for them as it had previously done. 
That is the policy followed today. 

I have the specific rules and regulations which we use in carrying 
out Public Law 722, and would hke to include them in the record as 
appendix E (p.31). 


(3) Additional Competition 


While there may be some local persons, merchants and otherwise, we 
consider that the present number of commercial facilities in Los Ala- 
mos is sufficient for a town of this size, I believe that the majority of 
residents would like to improve the service and increase the number of 
commercial enterprises. In February 1956, the Zia Co., at the request 
of AEC, conducted a survey directed to all residents at Los Alamos 
requesting an expression of opinion concerning the need for additional 
commercial operations. It appeared from the response to this survey 
that residents in general endorsed my desire to obtain additional com- 
mercial facilities, which in some cases would parallel those presently 
existing. Since it has been the policy of the Commission, for some 
years, not to construct additional commercial buildings from Govern- 
ment funds, we have planned a program of long- term leasing of suit- 
able vacant land upon which buildings suitable for commercial use 
could be constructed with private capital. Our first venture appears 
to be successful. This is an additional gas station in the north com- 
munity. One other site in the same area ‘for a dr ugstore did not bring 
forth any interested bidders. There are, however, two choice locations 
in the downtown commercial area which are being offered for 55-year 
lease. Bids for the first of these on the north side of the community 
center will be opened on December 18, 1959. 

According to data contained in “Sales Management” (the maga- 
zine of marketing) for May 1957, the average effective buying power 
per family of Los Alamos residents was reported to be the highest i in 
the State of New Mexico. However, the proportion of buying done 
in Los Alamos County was only $3) 489 per family, whereas in the 
nearby counties of Santa Fe and Bernalillo, the per family retail sales 
were $5,000 and $4,700 respectively. These figures, plus local observa- 
tions, indicate that the Los Alamos residents spend a substantial 
amount of their income outside Los Alamos County. This may be 


attributed to the inadequacies of existing commercial facilities in Los 
Alamos. 
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To summarize our position in the matter of additional commercial 
activities, we believe strongly that more competition would not only 
provide better service to the residents of the community but, in many 

cases, would help the existing merchants themselves. If, as some 
merchants claim, the Government rental rates are too high, this 
would provide the merchants the opportunity to obtain private com- 
mercial space on a rental basis which they might consider more rea- 
sonable. It is believed that this can best be achieved by the construc- 
tion of additional commercial buildings with private capital. 

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement, I wish to 
thank you for the opportunity to appear before the committee and 
I will be glad to attempt to answer any questions you may have. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Wilson, for the comprehensive 
statement. Without objection the appendices will be included in the 
record as requested. (See pp. 23-37.) 

Senator Anderson. 

Chairman ANpDersoN. We are going to have lots of time and I hope 
to get to the public witnesses quickly but I would like to ask just two 
or three questions. 

On page 5 you mention that a civic or community building is being 
discussed. Have any preliminary plans been made for it? 

Mr. Witson. We have done preliminary planning. We do not 
have a set of plans which I would call a preliminary plan, but we 
have discussed this among ourselves. 

Chairman ANDERSON. “To ask for money you have to have some 
specific project and we, in Congress, in or der to try to help you would 
hike to know what you are going to ask for. 

Mr. Wirson. That is correct and we have outlined a building which 
we have proposed to ask for and which we have asked for from our 
higher authority but it is in competition with many other projects 
needed by the AEC and it has lost out in past years. 

Chairman ANperson. I know what the rules of the Budget Bureau 
are, but if you are asked a specific question, you are authorized to an- 
swer it. Therefore, how much money does it involve? 

Mr. Witson. It is approximately a half million dollars. 

Chairman ANpeErsoN. Now, concerning the White Rock area, I 
would like to insert in the record a copy ‘of a letter dated November 
30, 1959, which I received from AEC headquarters. (See p. 57.) May 
I then j jump to page 11 cf your statement where you are discussing liv- 
ing in the White Rock area and the fact you might not get a dev eloper 
to come forth with a program? Will you be able to guarantee occu- 
pancy which would make it very attractive and thereby make FHA 
financing available ? 

Mr. Witson. Under our present plan we cannot guarantee occu- 
pancy. 

Chairman Anperson. You are going to guarantee police, fire pro- 
tection and utilities for 55 years. Somebody must be going to live 
there during that 55 years. 

Mr. Witson. We are guaranteeing utilities for Barranca Mesa. We 
have that authority. 

Chairman ANpersoNn. I call your attention to your testimony on 
page 12 where you say AEC would provide police and fire protection 
and guarantee utilities for a period of 55 years. 

Mr. Witson. Yes, that is correct. 





n> nt a 


v 





n 


COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AT LOS ALAMOS 17 


Chairman Anperson. If you are going to guarantee utilities for 
55 years, why not some guarantee for the houses for a brief period 
which would permit you to get FHA financing? 

Mr. Witson. That is a question difficult to answer, but we have not, 
in our plan, considered guaranteeing to the developer the sale of the 
houses or guaranteeing the houses. We feel though, of course, and 
[ certainly feel, that if the streets and utilities get in, there will be 
houses built and I also feel we will not have to guarantee housing, 
except the developer may not see it that way. 

Chairman Anperson. I want to say to you that at Grants, for exam- 
ple, we found that the operator of a uranium mill in order to obtain 
housing went ahead with some guarantees. It might be that this could 
be regarded as a one- industry town and therefore some guarantee 
might be desirable from the AEC. Surely you wouldn’t want to close 
out the possibility of any development at White Rock because the 
developer could not give “Fanny May” money; would you? 

Mr. Witson. We would not like to; no. 

Chairman Anperson. I think it is something that ought to be dis- 
cussed somewhere. 

Mr. Witson. All right, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. I will jump to page 18 of your statement, if I 
may. Dr. Bradbury, as you say, has indicated he would like to have 
the White Rock area for possible future laboratory expansion. 
Wouldn’t the old Tech area be available for possible future laboratory 
expansion ? 

Mr. Wirson. Not of the type that might come up. Of course at 
this time it is not known, but the old Tech area is a comparatively 
small area—not nearly so large as White Rock. Consideration has 
already been given to doing some of the Rover work at White Rock. 

That was discussed at one time this year. However, as I understand 
it, it has been ruled out, but if such a project had to go there it might 
have taken all of the 800 or 1,000 acres that now exist at White Rock. 

Chairman AnpErson. What about the amount of acreage that you 
would need for an airstrip if one was to be built down there? You 
have indicated you don’t believe that both could be there. How many 
acres would be needed for the airstrip ? 

Mr. Wirson. I am not sure how many acres it might take. It would 
depend on whether they put runways in only one direction or put them 
in two directions, I know that in the final development of an airfield 
they would like to see them in two directions. 

Chairman Anperson. But they are only asking for one direction. 

Mr. Wirson. At the present time they are asking for one direction. 

Chairman Anperson. Yes. Therefore they ought | to be satisfied with 
one direction, particularly if they could both land against the wind and 
take off against the wind, which they can’t do here. 

Mr. Wirson. That should be correct, but this airstrip would cut off 
approximately one-third of this 800 acres and isolate it, as I see it, so 
that the housing would all have to be between the airstrip and State 
Road 4 and there would be about one-third of this acreage that would 
be isolated which overlooks Rio Grande Canyon. 

Chairman Anperson. I j ust tried to figure out the acreage. I don’t 
have one of these “maniac” machines to work it out, but if there are 
still 5,280 feet in the mile and you put in an airstrip 280 feet wide, 
which is probably wide enough for a present-day airstrip, and it ran a 
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mile long, it would only take 32 acres. And if it only runs a third of 
a mile long it would only take 10 acres. You have 800 acres out there. 

Mr. Witson. That is correct and they could both be built. Whether 
or not the airstrip is objectionable to the people who might live there 
is something I can’t answer. 

Chairman Anperson. We might hope that some of these enthusiasts 
who are pleading for an airstrip might want to live at White Rock in 
case it would be constructed. 

Mr. Witson. They possibly could and probably enjoy it. 

Chairman Anperson. I am just trying to get the two things together. 
It might be a possibility in other words. 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. Has your group ever made a study of the pos- 
sibilities of an airstrip down there as to where it might be located 1 it 
were that short ? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes, sir; because at one time we planned on relocating 
the AEC airstrip to this particular area and we have the surveys. We 
have turned these surveys over to the aeronautical association. They 
have them. They know what we have and if they ever build an air- 
strip we will certainly help them all we possibly can. 

Chairman Anperson. Thank you. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Bennett. 

Senator Bennerr. How many acres did your proposed airstrip take? 
Do you remember ? 

Mr. Witson. I don’t remember the acreage and of course it was only 
one strip. It would be originally about 5,000 feet long and probably 
400 or 500 feet right-of-way, but we had planned in that particular 
area that it could be expanded—the length to be as much as 8,000 feet in 
that particular location. 

Senator Bennerr. How does that compare in size with the present 
strip ? 

Mr. Witson. It was approximately the same. 

Senator Bennerr. That is approximately 5,000 feet long and 500 
feet wide? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes. 

Chairman Anperson. Is it 5,000 feet long ? 

Mr. Witson. Yes; it was originally 4,000 and when we reconstructed 
it we moved it 1,000 feet to the east thus making a total of 5,000 feet. 

Senator Bennerr. Do you have the legal right to guarantee occu- 
pancy of housing? 

Mr. Witson. Not that I know of. I don’t believe that we do, but 
I do not know. 

Chairman Anperson. You have done it in some instances. 

Mr. Wison. I understand at some of the other installations back in 
the earlier days they did guarantee the occupancy and got into consid- 
erable difficulties. 

Chairman Anprrson. What difficulty did they have in Chicago, for 
example? 

Mr. Wirson. I am thinking of Savannah River, I believe it was, 
ee they guaranteed, but I am talking about something now 
that 





Chairman Anperson. We had lots of difficulties at various places. 
We had difficulties at Portsmouth and Paducah, particularly with 
doors that cost $100 apiece, and other projects that got underway, but 
it hasn’t been too bad, has it? 
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Mr. Witson. No, sir. I do not know of the exact difficulties. 

Senator Bennerr. If you should move the laboratories to White 
Rock, what would you propose to do with the old tech area? 

Mr. Wirson. At present the old tech area is within the limits of 
what we would call the townsite, and we are clearing off the old tech 
area and we plan on converting it to a future housing area. 

Senator Bennerr. Government housing, or are you going to sell it 
for development ? 

Mr. Wirson. It is our present plan that we would try to sell it and 
develop it as private housing. 

Senator Bennerr. How many houses would that take approxi- 
mately ? 

Mr. Wirson. Guessing—approximately it would take about 100. 

Senator Benner. So it is about about one-eighth the capacity of 
the White Rock area 

Mr. Witson. Total capacity—— 

Senator Bennerr. Don’t I remember that you said White Rock 
might develop as many as 800 houses ¢ 

Mr. Winson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Brennerr. So the tech area is about one-eighth of that 
potent ial. 

Mr. Witson. I would say it is approximately that; yes, sir. 

Senator Bennerr. Are there any private rental areas inside of the 
townsite 4 

Mr. Witson. No, sir. 

Senator Bennerr. So there is no private rental available at the 
present. time ? 

Mr. Wixson. No, sir. Before Barranca Mesa was started every 
house in Los Alamos was Government owned and every house except 
those houses on Barranca Mesa are still Government owned. I might 
add that it is approximately 35 miles to Santa Fe and approximately 
15 miles to Espanola and to the closest rental housing of any amount. 

Senator Bennerr. How many miles to White Roc Pw 

Mr. Witson. White Rock is 8 miles. 

Senator Bennerr. No other questions at this point. 

Senator Jackson. Congressman Bates. 

Representative Bares. How many flights do you have per day from 
the strip here? 

Mr. Witson. As I recall, we have six flights each way per day with 
Carco during the summer season. At pr esent, with darkness coming 
earlier and with there being a hazard resulting from deer getting on 
the airstrip, we have only five a day, I believe. 

Representative Bares. How many of the 72 lots at Barranca Mesa 
have been sold ? 

Mr. Witson. We originally sold all 72, but in accordance with some 
of our rules and regulations’ some of them have come back to us and 
we have resold some of them the second time. We now have sold 71 
out of the 72. 

Representative Bates. Are those 26 units you made available to bus- 
iness firms that have not been taken substandard ? 

Mr. Witson. I wouldn’t say they are substandard. They are of 
the same types that other business people are living in. It is prob- 
ably a few of each type and there are 20 some types I believe I stated— 
we have 20 some types which we make available to them. 
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Representative Barres. They are available to other groups? 

Mr. Wiison. They are available to employees who live and work 
here. 

Representative Barres. Yes. Why haven’t they been used if there is 
such a housing shortage ? 

Mr. Wirson. You say, “Why aren’t they used ?” 

Representative Bars. Yes. 

Mr. Wuson. We always have a turnover of housing and at the pres- 
ent time, as of today we have about 140 vacant family housing units 
and 115 vacant efficiency and bachelor-type apartment units. Our 
turnover in housing is quite large. As I recall it is over 1,000 units a 
year. I would like to look up that figure. 

Representative Bares. You can supply that for the record. How 
long have these 25 been unoccupied ? 

(The information referred to follows: ) 

The turnover in housing totaled 1,132 units for 12 months ending November 
30, 1959. This includes housing vacated by tenants who terminated their em- 


ployment and left Los Alamos and others who moved from one house into an 
other to improve their housing. A tabulation follows: 





Family Efficiency 
housing and bachelor Total 
apartments 
Terminations (left Los Alamos) ...................-.........- 422 234 656 
Transfers (moves to more desirable housing) ...........-.-.-- 333 143 476 
TG) IE CE SUES octet enoacacnmioiedinin scams 755 377 1, 132 





The total number of Government-owned housing units at Los Alamos is as 
follows: 


I I sais ee ele cere ee gD ee rs ad 3, 216 
eT BRE DRTBIO?. TID0  TRa o cick hk ee et eee iclgs 484 
‘ULnl Bamber OF NOCHE Bite. 56 Soe ee 3, 700 


Mr. Wirson. When we say, “These 25,” we do not have partciular 
units just earmarked for them. They can come in any time—25 more 
business people can come in and say, “I would like to have a house.” 
We will show them one of these units and they can get one. 

Representative Bares. Twenty-five specific units are they not? 

Mr. Witson. No; not specific. Generally we have just set a ceiling. 
We have said that we will assign each merchant a certain number of 
units; this now totals 150, I believe. Right now they asking for and 
using only 104 of these units. Any time they want to come in and 
ask for 26 more, they may do so and we will, no doubt, find them 
housing. 

Representative Barres. Normally how many of these houses are un- 
occupied? What is your average? 

Mr. Wurson. Approximately 140 family-type houses are unoccupied, 
but I would like to explain that when they are unoccupied doesn’t 
necessarily mean they are not assigned. With this tremendous turn- 
over we have, we have new people coming in every day and we have 
people leaving every day. When the laboratory hires a new employee, 
they must assign a house to him the day they hire him, and they may 
have a house assigned for 2 or 3 months to a particular employee who 
is coming in, so that we usually have about 140 vacant, but we have 
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had times when all of those 140 have been assigned to people who had 
not yet moved in. 


Representative Bares. What percentage of the people working here 
actually live here? 

Mr. Wirson. A little less than 70 percent—about 70 percent. 

Senator Jackson. I think it might be well to state for the record 
that the committee had an opportunity this morning to fly over the 
White Rock area coming into the AEC strip. We also had an oppor- 
tunity to drive through | the town area and the Barranca Mesa. 

What do you estimate the cost to be in connection with the develop- 
ment of White Rock as compared with Barranca Mesa? 

Mr. Wirson. I would have to say that it is less. I don’t have those 
figures in front of me. 

Senator Jackson. Will the cost to the prospective purchaser be Jess 
at White Rock ? 

Mr. Wirson. I am afraid it may be more. 

Senator Jackson. That is the impression I had based on 

Senator Bennerr. Are you talking total or per acre / 

Mr. Wiison. It will probably be more because of our requirement 
upon the developer that he must develop all the streets and utilities 
and he evidently will have to charge the person who buys the house for 
that development. 

Senator Jackson. That is what I am getting at. As you have out- 
lined it in your statement, it occurred to me that the prospective 
purchaser at White Rock will be paying more for the lots than was 
charged to the purchasers at Barranca Mesa. 

Mr. Witson. That is true. 

Senator Jackson. Will it be substantially more or would you say 
that. it would be within acceptable limits? 

Mr. Wirson. Personally I think it could be within acceptable limits. 
It could be substantially more. I might point out that is one reason 
the price has been set on the land at $25 per acre. We do think that 
is areasonable price for the land. 

Senator Jackson. That is right, but the developer, as indicated in 
your statement starting on page 11, has the responsibility of doing 
all those things that the AEC did at Barranca Mesa. He will have 
to amortize his investment and I just wondered whether or not the 
charge that he will be making to the prospective purchasers at White 
Rock will be satisfactory in light of the prices that you are getting 
at Barranca Mesa. The thing that runs through my mind is whether 
there is going to be a conflict here with people saying, “We are not 
going down there because it is 8 miles away and it is much cheaper 
up here.” 

Mr. Witson. There is that possibility. 

Senator Jackson. I gather from your statement, Mr. Wilson, that 
the main obstacle to releasing the site as a Government town is the 
housing deficiency. Do you have any idea of how long it will take 
to overcome the deficiency so that it would come within the criteria 
you have laid down as being acceptable for ultimate disposition of the 
community ? 

Mr. Wrrson. I am not certain of any time period, but I have re- 
cently been saying that we should have several hundred houses in 
White Rock and Barranca Mesa before we attempt to dispose of the 
housing in the community. Just offhand I would have to say at least 
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5 years. Personally I cannot see that disposal will be desirable 
within the next 5-year period. 

Senator Jackson. What is the total deficiency in housing here in 
numbers of family units ¢ 

Mr. Witson. From a study of the situation I have been saying that 
we could use as many as 700 more houses. 

Senator Jackson. Seven hundred. 

Mr. Witson. Seven hundred in this general vicinity where people 
could live and work here on the hill. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Anderson. 

Chairman Anprerson. The White Rock area has 800 acres, you say 
on page 18. Even taking out for ground for roads and parks, you 
still can make about four houses to the acre. That is over 3,000 houses. 
You certainly don’t need it all in the immediate future; do you? 

Mr. Wixson. That is correct. However, I have seen one layout made 
by a developer who might be interested and on this particular layout 
he was a little more liberal than the four houses per acre you suggest. 
He had some lots up to 3 and 5 acres, and there are some people 

Chairman Anprerson. That is a country estate; isn’t it? 

Mr. Wirson. That is right. He has some 

Chairman Anperson. Anything over 5 acres in the recent census. 
Previously anything over 3 acres was considered by the Census Bureau 
asafarm. Now they have raised it up a little bit. We are not talking 
about farms; are we?! 

Mr. Wiison. There are people living here in Los Alamos who would 
like to talk about farms down there. 

Chairman Anprrson. Yes; I understand that and that is a different 
type of a situation to mass housing. 

Mr. Witson. It is, but I wanted to point out that the 800 which I 
mentioned takes into account that sort of development with some of 
them being up to 5 acres. It is true, as you say, if you only got four 
houses per acre, you could get 800 in, I expect, about one- -third of that 
area. But the smaller lots that we hope to develop down there are 
something on the order of about 100 feet by, say, 125 or 150 feet. 

Chairman Anperson. That will give you three houses to the acre. 

Mr. Witson. Yes; except we have to count the streets and parks. 
We have to reserve areas for commercial facilities and that sort of 
thing, of course. 

Chairman Anperson. I thought I was doing that when I said 
“three.” On a 100-foot lot by 150, I believe you will get three and 
still leave room for streets and an occasional park. I am not sure, but 
I think so. 

Mr. Wirson. You would get somewhere around three. 

Senator Jackson. Any further questions ? 

Thank you very much, Mr. Wilson. 

Senator Bennerr. I would like to ask one more question before you 
close it off. 

In your estimate of 700 houses, are you thinking of a population in- 
crease or are you thinking of vacating some of the existing housing 
and replacing it? 

Mr. Witson. There no doubt will be an increase in the population 
but we are not thinking of much of an increase in employment. The 
700 does not necessarily include the vacating of existing houses which 
we might tear down. It is my belief that we could use as many as 
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700 more without the requirement of tearing down any of our older 
houses. 

Senator Bennett. Or increase the population substantially ? 

Mr. Witson. Or increasing the population substantially, yes. 

Senator Bennerr. That means people are doubled up. 

Mr. Wirson. There are a lot of people who work here that live in 
the valley. They live in Santa Fe. They live in other places. There 
will come a time when there are lots of people who are working now 
but who would like to retire and live here. If we had an open and 
free town there would be a lot more people living here; a lot of them 
who do not even work in the laboratory. Some work for the mer- 
chants. (Mr. Wilson subsequently added the following statement :) 

The population of Los Alamos, including Barranca Mesa and White Rock, 
will increase in proportion to the number of new houses constructed. With, say, 
500 new houses, the population wil lincrease about 2,000 persons. This increase 
in population will result from: persons now employed and wanting to live in 
Los Alamos but now living in Santa Fe, Espanola, or in the valley; a slight 
increase in total employment; an increase in the number of business firms; 
retirement of persons now employed; and construction contractors and em- 
ployees who cannot now get housing in Los Alamos. Although total employ- 
ment is not expected to increase materially, there certainly will be an increase 
in the population if housing becomes available. 

Chairman Anperson. If you did open up an area like White Rock 
where there might be as many as a couple thousand houses, you would 


give an opportunity for nearly anyone who wanted to stay in this very 
nice climate to do so. 


Mr. Witson. That is so. 


Chairman ANnperson. It would be a great advantage. I recognize 
your present problem is that you are trying to make sure you have 
facilities for the Laboratory people. It is a very real worry and a 
tough problem. 

Mr. Wuson. Yes sir, that is certainly so. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you Mr. Wilson. I am sure there will be 
other questions that will arise as other witnesses follow; public wit- 
nesses In particular. I am sure that the committee would like to ask 
you some further questions before the end of the hearing. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Wuson. I will sit by here. 

(The appendixes referred to in Mr. Wilson’s statement together 
with a letter dated Nov. 30, 1959, to Senator Anderson, from R. E. 
Hollingsworth, Acting General Manager, AEC, enclosing a copy of 
a press release of Dec. 1, 1959, follow :) 


APPENDIX A 
DECEMBER 7, 1959. 


Cost oF OPERATING THE CoMMUNITY OF Los ALAmos, N. Mex. 


This has been prepared as a discussion on the cost of operating the Govern- 
ment-owned community of Los Alamos, N. Mex., which encompasses the housing, 
schools, churches, business places, recreational and other facilities required to 
support the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory. The principal questions which 
this discussion will attempt to clarfy may be listed as follows: 

1. Does the rental on housing pay for the cost of operation and maintenance 
of the housing? 

2. How much of the excess of revenue over expenses is used to offset costs 
of other community facilities at Los Alamos? 
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8. What does the Federal Government contribute to the cost of operating and 
maintaining other community facilities at Los Alamos? 
4. How much does local government and local taxation contribute to the cost 
of operating and maintaining other community facilities at Los Alamos? 
5. Why are maintenance costs at Los Alamos greater than in a normal, pri- 
vately owned community? 
HOUSING OPERATIONS 


The rental of housing to employees of AEC and Government contractors at Los 
Alamos produces the greatest source of income and it is this income which helps 
support all community operations. Approximately 13,500 persons live in 3,216 
family-type living units and in 484 efficiency-type apartments. The total income 
to the Government from the rental of this housing is indicated by the following 
table: 

TABLE I 





Fiscal year 





1957 1958 1959 





Rental revenue $2, 204, 828 $2, 282, 136 $2, 322, 946 
Cost of operation and maintenance----_-- smi 1, 010, 238 | 1, 081, 648 1, 200, 826 





Depreciation : : osntl 1, 156, 758 1, 275, 169 | 1, 290, 794 





Net before depreciation re 1, 194, 590 | 1,200,488 | 1, 122, 120 
} 
| 
| 


Net after depreciation--........-.---------- 37, 832 (74, 681) | (168, 674) 
| 


The above table shows that housing at Los Alamos has been operating close 
to a break-even point, including depreciation. However, the return on this hous- 
ing cannot be considered purely from the standpoint of return on investment. 
The housing at Los Alamos is a programatic necessity. The Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory could not be operated without the housing or without the schools, 
business houses, churches, medical facilities and recreational facilities that go 
to make up this Government-owned community. 

All of these facilities must be operated and maintained in a manner to pro- 
duce an attractive and livable community. The livability of housing and the 
general nature of the community will influence a prospective scientific employee 
as much as salary in determining whether or not he chooses to spend a great 
portion of his life at Los Alamos. For an employee to remain happy, his wife and 
family must also remain happy and this is where the livable house and attractive 
community play their parts. 

DEPRECIATION 


Depreciation is not used or considered in the submission of budget requests 
and reports to the Bureau of the Budget or to the Congress. In light of this 
there appears to be no real reason for considering depreciation in trying to 
account for income from housing rental at Los Alamos. 

The cost of construction of new housing at Los Alamos is from 20 to 25 per- 
cent greater than the cost of constructing the same housing in Albuquerque. 
This high cost of construction results from : 

1. Isolation of Los Alamos. 

2. Long haul of 35 miles from the nearest railroad siding and 50 miles 
from the nearest mainline railroad. 

3. Construction labor cannot live at or near Los Alamos but must com- 
mute daily from 20 to 50 miles and therefore receives extra compensation 
for travel and subsistence. 

4. Short, wet summers and long, cold winters handicap construction 
progress. 

Thus, as a result of high construction costs, the amount of depreciation would 
be higher than normal. For some of the same reasons the cost of operation 
and maintenance is also higher than normal and this fact must be accepted 
and provided for. Since rental rates are not based on construction costs, mainte- 
nance costs, or financial return on investment, but are set by comparison with 
rates in Albuquerque and other nearby communities in accordance with existing 
law, the rates are therefore quite moderate when compared with costs. There- 
fore, a comparison of rental income with cost of housing maintenance, deprecia- 
tion, and interest, is considered to have no useful meaning. 
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COMMUNITY REVENUES 






In addition to rental income from housing, there are several other community 
operations which produce revenues greater than the costs of operation and main- 
tenance (excluding depreciation). The principal operations of this nature 
are listed in the following table, together with the net amount of revenues: 









TABLE II 


Fiscal year 


1957 | 1958 | 1959 











Poe eee 


Net revenue from: 









PR die be wihisgiatis ciactnas a sop be ibcideemanlasd goatee ping anaes $1, 194, 590 $1, 200, 488 $1, 122, 120 
Utilities sh lati de cide tentacle niead meaga eoiemp anak tame | 535, 825 | 555, 478 545, 266 
COURIC NS ga th eh ied ecd dees. 266, 654 | 277, 096 271, 959 

ROR Vii CIN hs ch sos cise uscd eee | 1, 997, 069 2, 033, 062 1, 939, 345 


















These net revenues are used to support other community operations and serv- 
ices from which the revenues are not great enough to meet expenses. The 
amount of expense in excess of revenue in each case is indicated in the following 
table: 

TABLE III 








Fiscal year 






Net expense for: 






















































Schools si OB a ae, pileagbrciite oct $511, 935 | $545, 118 | $628, 537 
, Hospital. EE an a eS ool 234, 296 205, 515 | 179, 527 
Police and public safety..............-- pee s 173, 924 | 181, 506 | 192, 192 
Fire protection---- eee aes i a 119, 835 129, 948 131, 539 
Roads, streets, and grounds... ecnakee sich wchinctincs Steed 130, 785 | 177, 645 168, 794 
, Sewage and waste removal......-...------ 132, 001 | 137, 390 148, 417 
; Library -- me ek reat oe a ee 43, 099 | 40, 435 43, 692 
: Dormitories..............-- — a : 43, 719 | 47, 561 | 18, 958 
The Lodge--- ite le ees : 28, 566 42, 601 28, 100 
| Miscellaneous civic activities. ...............--- bsuised 192, 497 226, 567 228, 716 
. Equipment died dient dleaametbanabiideka iain aemenarnel 199, 666 200, 295 180, 875 
Bote ie: ‘nee eh ees os 1, 810, 323 1, 934, 581 1, 949, 347 
S Subtracting the net expense from the net revenue shown in the tables above, 
S it may be seen that in the 3 years under consideration the revenues for the en- 
0 tire community were greater than the expenses. The following table shows 
these amounts: 
. TABLE IV 
> 
Fiscal year 
Ss — ee abit aes 
1959 
1- 
n RO OE TOTNES. sid nedaascacensneduabas --------------| $1,997,069 | $2,033, 062 $1, 939, 345 
UNE E CHOI oe es SERB hace eas 3 1,810,323 | 1,934,581 | —-1, 949, 347 
yn eb eeientiet..3 D ee ee ee 186, 746 | 98, 481 (10, 002) 
ld 
yn Thus, it may be observed that the Los Alamos community produced an income 
“d for the U.S. Government during the 3-year period. 
e- 
th COMMUNITY OPERATIONS AND SERVICES 
ng 
"e- Why does the Federal Government support community operations and services 
ia- to the extent indicated by table III above? The answer is: There is no tax 


base to otherwise support these activities, and there is a programmatic need 
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sufficient to warrant continued Federal support. In the normal community in 
New Mexico, the greater part of these services would be paid for through prop- 
erty taxes. The county of Los Alamos is owned 100 percent by the Federal Gov- 
ernment—all land and buildings (except a few buildings owned by churches and 
clubs which are exempt from taxation and the small number of private houses on 
Barranca Mesa). No part of this Government-owned real estate is taxable. 
Although Los Alamos County has an organized form of county government 
under New Mexico law, similar to any other county in the State, and has the 
power to tax all real and personal property, it finds itself in the position of hav- 
ing little real estate to tax. The county does tax all personal property within 
its boundaries. The constitution of New Mexico provides that the tax rate 
shall not exceed 2 percent of the assessed value of personal and real property. 
It is the practice in New Mexico to set the assessed value at one-third of the 
appraised value. The gross value of personal property currently in Los Alamos 
County is in excess of $9,800,000, with the county records showing an assessed 
value of around $3,266,351 and producing an annual county tax income of ap- 
proximately $55,000. If all the Government-owned land, buildings, and equip- 
ment in Los Alamos County were taxed at the same rate as though it were 
privately owned, the added income to Los Alamos County would be about as 
indicated by the following table: 
TABLE V 


Fiscal year 


1958 1959 





Land (estimated) -_- . , 090, 000 
Laboratory plant and equipment 24, 6%6, 297 
All other plant and equipment ‘ 21, 327, 325 


$1, 090, 009 $1, 000, 000 
132, 391, 998 143, 392, 539 
126, 777, 676 126, 964, 711 


26,079,674 | 271, 267, 250 
86, 693, 224 | 90, 422, 417 


Total value . . ; |} 246, 933, 532 
Assessed value, 44 actal___.___- . ‘ ‘ 82,311, 177 


Annual tax at 2 percent 1, 646, 224 1, 733, 864 1, 808, 448 


| 

| 

Original cost: 
| 

| 


Therefore, the total amount being expended by the Federal Government on 
the community operations and services as listed in table III is no greater than 
the amount which might be considered as a tax equivalent. 

Because the largest single Federal contribution is to the Los Alamos public 
school system, it might be well to point out that both Los Alamos County and 
the State of New Mexico contribute to the operation and maintenance of this 
school sysem in the same amounts that the State and any other county would 
contribute to any other school system within the State. The Federal Govern- 
ment through the AEC contributes only that part which the county cannot col- 
lect in taxes because of the nature of real property ownership. The following 
table indicates the amounts of the Federal, State and county contributions to 
the annual costs of operating the school system : 


TABLE VI 


Fiscal year 


Contributions by: 
Federal Government chasis $545, 118 
State government 758, 125 855, 190 
Co nty government = , 049 21, 896 31, 970 
Oa 7 43, 211 40, 928 


Total annual cost 1, 368, 350 1, 556, 625 


Accordingly, it can be stated that the State and county are contributing their 
fair share of school costs and that the Federal Government, through the AEC, 
must continue to furnish the remaining funds required to support a school sys- 
tem that will adequately meet the programmatic needs for a first-class com- 
munity. As indicated by tables III and IV, a portion of all housing rental paid 
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by Los Alamos residents goes to pay for all the ANC (Federal Government) 
school support. 

The next largest contribution by the Federal Government is in the support of 
the Los Alamos Medical Center, which includes an 84-bed and 20-bassinet hos- 
pital and offices for medical doctors, dentists, and for county public health 
activities. The medical doctors and dentists are in private practice and they 
pay rent to the medical center for the use of office space. This rental and the 
rates paid by patients for all hospital services are comparable to rents and 
rates for similar services in other New Mexico hospitals. Thus the medical 
center has substantial revenues which are all used in the operation and mainte- 
nance of this facility. The following table shows the amounts of the revenues 
and the additional support provided by the Federal Government, through AEC, 
over the past 3 years: 


















Taste VII 


Fiscal year 


1957 


Ft 





Medical Center revenues $456, 063 $484, 031 | $578, 420 


AEC support 3 ; | 234, 296 | 205, 515 | 179, 527 
Total cost, operation and maintenance 690, 359 689, 546 757, 947 





The hospital, like the school system, is a programatiec necessity. It must be 
maintained and operated at Los Alamos in support of the Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory. So long as scientific and support personnel are housed at Los 
Alamos, they will need and expect first-class medical facilities. As shown by 
tables ITL and 1V, a portion of the housing rental paid by Los Alamos residents 
goes to pay for all of the AEC support furnished the hospital. 










HOUSING MAINTENANCE 





The amount of funds expended each year for housing maintenance at Los 
Alamos since 1949 has been as indicated in the following table: 


TaBL_e VIII 





| 


. ys ' : 
Fiscal year Cost of housing |! Fiscal year Cost of housing 
maintenance maintenance 












, = aq heb ental $1,014, 943 || 1955 $ ein etal $989, 760 






1960. .... ows J Z 865,568 || 1956_ : 5 928, 94 
1951 bawGe debbdbhdc belie, 1,045, O89 || 1957_____- : hes ackeine as 1, 010, 238 
1952 : ee eeaets ateaat 3 ie Saal « cindiptemgipigentyiatageciiad 1, 081, 648 
1953 Ep ccd iat . ees 959, 2°0 || 1959 s ae taed : 1, 200, 826 
Sai cnt bee te he tne 1, 035, 883 

















The physical amount of maintenance required on housing at Los Alamos is 
greater than in most normal communities because of the reasons listed below: 

1. There is more moving from one house to another because a new employee 
must ordinarily accept one of the least desirable houses when he moves to Los 
Alamos and then work himself up the scale as time and the rules permit him to 
move to better houses. 

2. Housing at Los Alamos is assigned on the basis of family size. With the 
great number of young married couples that live in Los Alamos, the family size 
is frequently increasing, thus entitling the family to move to a house with a 
greater number of bedrooms. 

3. It is always necessary to do a good job of cleanup on a vacated house and 
a reasonable job of doing the most obvious maintenance work needed in order 
to make the vacant house reasonably acceptable to the next tenant. Approxi- 
mately 30 percent of all maintenance funds are expended on this type of mainte 
hance work. 

4. Leaving one’s job in Los Alamos means vacating the house and moving to 
a different community whereas a person in a normal community may change 
his employment dozens of times without moving out of the house in which he 


49176—60 3 


28 COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AT LOS ALAMOS 


lives for years. This means more vacated housing and more maintenance in 
Los Alamos. 

5. The stronger rays of the sun at this high altitude of 7,400 feet causes the 
paint on all structures to deteriorate much faster than usual, requiring repaint- 
ing on cycles of 3 to 4 years rather than a more normal cycle of 5 years. 

6. Wide daily and season temperature differences and cold winters (to 19° 
below zero) cause excessive expansion and contraction in the flat built-up types 
of roofs that were first constructed on houses at Los Alamos. As a result, these 
roofs have deteriorated and have leaked excessively. There does not appear 
to be a reasonable method of correction other than continued maintenance. 

The cost of maintenance work at Los Alamos is higher than in most normal 
communities for the following reasons: 

1. The isolated location. 

2. It costs 20 to 25 percent more to accomplish the same work in Los Alamos 
than in Albuquerque. 

3. The use of union-craft labor on all types of maintenance work whereas in 
the normal community much work of this nature would be done by nonunion 
craftsmen at lower wage scales. Also, union workers at Los Alamos do all work 
along their craft lines only, requiring more workmen than if one workman was 
permitted to do work along several craft lines. 

4. Some of the so-called maintenance work at Los Alamos falls under the pro- 
visions of the Davis-Bacon Act and therefore has to be done at higher costs than 
normal maintenance work. 

Pau A. WILSON, 
Area Manager, Los Alamos Area Office. 


APPENDIX B 


U.S. Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 
ALBUQUERQUE OPERATIONS OFFICE, 
Albuquerque, N. Mez., November 24, 1959. 
Mr. Jonn J. BURKE, 
Deputy Area Manager, Los Alamos Area Office, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 
Los Alamos, N. Mex. 


Dear Mr. BurRKE: It has now been 6 years since we last undertook formal 
long-range planning for Los Alamos community. I feel we should now act to 
upgrade past studies and to determine specific steps which can be taken on an 
orderly and phased basis by the Commission, the local political subdivision, and 
the people in order to move further toward goals such as full self-government 
and greater local responsibility for the community. 

To accomplish such forward planning, I have decided to appoint a Los Alamos 
Planning Committee. After discussion with the concerned principals, I have 
selected you to serve on and chairman this committee. 

You will recall that in 1952 the Commission’s Scurry panel studied the com- 
munity with respect to: more effective community contributions to successful 
conduct of the atomic energy program; steps toward greater local autonomy and 
responsibility to the residents; and the contractual, corporate, and other means 
by which the AEC could carry out the panel’s recommendations. In 1953 a 
Committee on Long-Range Planning for Los Alamos made an intensive study 
and recommended to the field manager, Los Alamos field office, steps which 
could be taken. 

Since 1952, the Commission has taken major steps with long-range implica- 
tions, as recommended both by the Scurry panel and the 1953 committee. These 
have included: the removal of perimeter security controls, thus permitting free 
access into the county and the community; the sale of land for construction of 
private homes; the development and adoption by the Commission of a long- 
range land-use plan with due emphasis on zoning and town planning; and the 
identification and long-term lease of property suitable for commercial develop- 
ment. 

The new committee will be expected, as a minimum, to consider the following 
items: 

(a) The eventual goals with respect to self-government, to local responsibility 
for community operations and services, and to community facilities and housing. 

(b) Identify the problems and obstacles, suggesting primary solutions and all 
possible alternatives. 
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(c) Outline an orderly pattern of actions leading to the ultimate goals, and 
to establish a timetable. 

(d) Identify the areas where Commission policy is required. 

(e) Determine and suggest necessary local, State, and Federal legislation. 

In approaching its work, the committee will of course bear in mind that the 
community has been a significant factor in the successes achieved by the Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory, and that it has been and must remain an integral 
part of the Los Alamos project, contributing to accomplishment of the Com- 
mission’s purposes and programs, including recruitment and retention of per- 
sonnel. The committee should also recall that actions followed in Los Alamos 
may differ from those undertaken in other Commission communities because of 
factors unique to or particularly important to Los Alamos. These include but 
are not limited to isolation, terrain features, difficulty in attracting industrial 
activities, shortage of housing, ete. 

The committee will be expected to furnish me not later than December 1, 1959, 
a preliminary outline of its proposed study program, and should furnish me its 
final report not later than June 1, 1960. 

The following individuals will constitute the committee: John J. Burke, AEC— 
LAAO, Chairman; James P. Hogan, AEC-LAAO, member; Dr. Harold M. Agnew, 
LASL, member; John V. Young, LASL, member; Robert A. Smith, Zia, member; 
Lloyd C. Kersey, AEC—ALO, member. 

The committee may use the device of special-assignment subcommittees to study 
particular areas and to bring others with specialized knowledge into its 
deliberations. 

You can be assured of the complete cooperation and assistance of the staffs of 
Albuquerque operations, the Los Alamos area office, the Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory, the Zia Co., and any other segment of the total Los Alamos organiza- 
tion. My office will facilitate arrangements for expert consulting advice. 

Sincerely yours, 
K. F. Hertrorp, Manager. 


APPENDIX C 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM 


Los ALAMOS SCIENTIFIC LABORATORY, 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los Alamos, N. Mex., November 2, 1959. 
To: Paul Wilson, area manager, AEC LAAO. 
From: N. E. Bradbury, Director, LASL. 
Subject : Los Alamos airstrip. 
Symbol: Dir. 


In view of the forthcoming hearings concerning the use of the Los Alamos air- 
strip, it appears desirable that the LASL provide you with a formal statement of 
its position and relationship to this matter. 

(1) We have no opinion and take no position with respect to the “happiness” 
of the two apparently opposed groups of people—the occupants of group 18A and 
the owners of private aircraft. Both have insisted that the AEC and the Labora- 
tory should be interested in their “welfare.” Since the interests of the respective 
groups appear to conflict in this area, the Laboratory administration can endorse 
neither the one nor the other. It should not be inferred from this statement that 
we are without concern for the physical safety of either the residents of group 
18A or the pilots. However, we presume that the latter are adequately con- 
vineed for themselves, and that regard for the physical safety of all Los Alamos 
residents is a matter on which the AEC will feel as much responsibility as does the 
Laboratory. 

2) The Laboratory has a major concern with resepct to the safety of its 
passengers flying Carco on official business. If the proposed use of the airstrip by 
private planes does not, in any way, degrade the safety or increase the hazard to 
such passengers, we have no objection to such use. If, on the other hand, there 
is even a small decrease in such safety, we must take the position that we would 
prefer not to take this chance and would recommend against the use of the airstrip 
by private planes. The matter of aviation safety is, of course, a subject of pro- 
fessional opinion in which the Laboratory is not widely expert. However, even 
to the amateur in such matters it would seem probable that increasing the number 
of aircraft flying in an area is unlikely to increase safety or to leave safety un- 
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changed, but rather than some decrease in safety will result. However, this sit- 
uation might be capable of remedy in some way. In any event, unless we can be 
so assured by experts in the field, we must find ourselves opposed for this reason 
to extending the use of the airstrip to private aircraft. 

(3) The laboratory has a serious concern with respect to the safety of its 
technical installations in the vicinity of the airstrip—specifically DP site. Not 
only is this installation of vital importance to our technical programs, but the 
nature of the work carried on therein is such as to subject the personnel therein 
to the most serious hazard, including death, by the crash, explosion, or fire of 
an airplane striking certain parts of the structure or its ventilating system. It 
should be emphasized that the hazard is not confined to the immediate location 
of a hypothetical airplane accident but can spread throughout the building to 
areas completely unaffected otherwise by the immediate physical catastrophe. 
For this reason, it will be necessary for the laboratory to be assured that any 
proposed change in the operational use of the airstrip will not increase the 
chance of a possible accident involving DP site. Specifically, we are concerned 
with the sort of case which might involve a pilot having difficulty with a land- 
ing and deciding to “go around” again—a procedure we understand to be rec- 
ommended to both amateur and professional pilots under most circumstances of 
this nature. If the turn were roughly into the prevailing wind (as we also 
understand would be customary) it would frequently be toward the south and 
in more or less direct trajectory toward DP site. Although there is presumably 
reasonable distance for the pilot with normal and adequate power, nevertheless 
to regain altitude, the area is also one of great turbulence. Again we would 
require definite reassurance from aviation experts that the hazard to DP site 
and its occupants will not be adversely affected by the use of the airstrip which 
is being proposed if we are to take other than a negative position with respect 
to the private use proposal. 

N. E. Brapsury, Director. 


APPENDIx D 
OFFICE MEMORANDUM 


Los ALAMOS SCIENTIFIC LABORATORY, 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los Alamos, N. Mez., November 12, 1959. 


To: Paul Wilson, Area Manager, LAAO. 
From: N. E. Bradbury, Director, LASL. 
Subject: Airstrip at White Rock. 
Symbol: Dir. 

1. In response to your query concerning the interest of the LASL in the White 
Rock area with particular reference to the possible location of a private airstrip 
there, we would make the following comments: 

2. The White Rock area represents the last major, reasonably level land area 
available to the Government and the laboratory for possible future technical 
development or expansion. While we cannot forsee any specific development 
which will require this area, nevertheless, there has been serious recent con- 
sideration to the use of this area in connection with the Rover program. Such 
a use would have effectively required the entire area and would have involved 
extensive construction. In the same vein, we would not have expected a year ago 
to open up certain new areas for technical activities which have recently become 
of interest to us. We believe, therefore, that any encroachment into the White 
Rock area by nontechnical activities should be viewed in the light that such 
encroachment must be of equal or greater importance to the laboratory than the 
potential future use of the area for technical purposes. 

3. The only use of the White Rock area which seems to us to have such im- 
portance is for privately owned housing. Thus we would view with equanimity 
the installation of an airstrip in this area only if it did not interfere with or 
degrade the character, level, or extent of a potential housing development there. 
If a housing development turns out to be unfeasible at this time, we would 
prefer to fall back on our position that the area should be reserved for possible 
technical expansion for the indefinite future. If, however, real estate develop- 
ment experts believe that an airstrip can be installed without detriment to a 
suitable housing development, then we would have no objection to the combina- 
tion program of airstrip and housing development. 
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4. Pending resolution of the question of a housing development at White 
Rock, we would have no objection in principle to the loan of land for an airstrip 
on the basis that it could be recovered essentially immediately for use either for 
housing or for technical purposes if required. In practice, however, we fear 
that such a “loan” will develop strongly entrenched (and understandably so) 
squatter’s rights which will make it impossible, in fact, to secure release of the 
loaned land. Thus we would be forced to view such a loan with great concern, 
even if the terms thereof were so clearly and explicitly written as can be 
imagined. 

5. We can only express the hope that further serutiny of the terrain generally 
north of the Los Alamos community (or to the north and east in the Rio Grande 
Valley) will uncover an area suitable for those interested in private flying. 


N. BE. Brapsury, Director. 


APPENDIX E 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM 


DECEMBER 4, 1956. 


To: Paul A. Wilson, manager, Los Alamos area office, AEC. 

From: K. F. Hertford, manager, Albuquerque operations. 

Subject: Implementation of AEC 223/16, Concession Leasing Policy. 
Symbol: ECA:LJC. 


Attached for your guidance and retention is the formal procedure established 
by the AEC for use in granting commercial concession leases at Los Alamos. 

The Manager, LAAQO, will act for the Manager, ALO, in determining the satis- 
factory performance of concessionaires and in reviewing and approving proposed 
leases. Such leases negotiated in accordance with the attached policy are no 
longer required to be submitted to DMA for prior review. 


OFFICE MEMORANDUM 


NOVEMBER 29, 1956. 


To: K. F. Hertford, manager, Albuquerque operations. 

From: Brig. Gen. Alfred D. Starbird, USA, Director of Military Application. 
Subject: Implementation of AEC 223/16, Concession Leasing Policy. 

Symbol: NAM :HDL. 

There is attached for your guidance the formal procedures to be used in grant- 
ing commercial concession leases at Los Alamos. It reflects the suggestions 
contained in your memorandum of October 26, 1956, subject as above, as well 
as those made by members of the Washington staff. 

If you have any questions or suggestions regarding it, we shall be happy to 
discuss them with you. 

ALFRED D. STARBIRD, 
Brigadier General, USA, Director of Military Application. 


PROCEDURE TO IMPLEMENT COMMISSION CONCESSION LEASING POLICY 


As a result of Commission action on August 1, 1956, the AEC policy regarding 
commercial leasing now has two aspects to it; and commercial concession leases 
may be consummated in one of two ways, depending upon the circumstances. 
They are: Award to the highest responsible bidder after advertised competitive 
bidding (AEC 223/13) ; or negotiation of an extension of an expiring lease with 
an incumbent concessionaire who has conducted a satisfactory operation (AEC 
233/16, which references Public Law 722, 84th Cong.). The following procedure 
implements AEC policy. 

I. APPLICATION OF POLICY 





A. When to negotiate and when to advertise 


1. When concession leases are expiring and continued service is needed, nego- 
tiated extensions shall in every case be offered to those incumbent concession- 
aires who have conducted a satisfactory operation. The decision as to satisfac- 
tory service shall be made by the operations office manager or his duly authorized 
representative. 

2. In the event it is not possible to negotiate an extension which provides for a 
fair and reasonable return to the Government, as well as other general provisions 
as to term, type of service, and similar items, the existing AEC commercial 
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leasing policy of award to the highest bidder after advertised competitive bidding 
shall be utilized. 

3. With respect to new concessions or to concessionaires either not wishing to 
renew or who are unsatisfactory, the commercial lease shall be awarded on the 
basis of the existing AEC commercial leasing policy of award to the highest 
bidder after advertised competitive bidding. 


B. Review and approval of concession leases 


1. Advertised, competitive bid, commercial leases shall be reviewed and ap 
proved in accordance with current AEC policy and local procedures, and taking 
into consideration the portions of the procedure stated below that are applicable 
to advertised leases and concessions. 

4 2. All negotiated lease extensions shall, until further notice, be handled as 
ollows: 

(a) In each instance where a commercial lease is expiring, a determination 
should be made as to whether the concessionaire has been a satisfactory operator. 
In addition, there should be included in the record a statement as to the extent 
to which the concessionaire meets the four additional guides enumerated in 
Public Law 722. 

(b) All satisfactory concession operators will be offered a negotiated lease 
extension on the basis set out herein. 

(c) When a satisfactory lease negotiation has been considered, the manager 
of operations or his duly authorized representative shall review the record and 
the proposed lease prior to award. 


II. DETERMINATION OF SPECIFIC CONTRACTUAL ITEMS 


‘A. Term of lease 


1. The lease term for advertised competitive bids shall be for periods of not to 
exceed 10 years unless the capital investment to be required of the concessionaire 
in the invitation and in the lease agreement when amortized on a reasonable basis 
(i.e., such as 1 year for each $1,000), would necessitate a longer term. Only in 
the very unusual cases will leases in excess of 20 years be permitted. 

2. Negotiated lease extensions shall be limited to a 5-year period. In the event 
the incumbent concessionaire desires to invest additional capital and such invest- 
ment is made a part of the lease agreement, the new term of the extended lease 
should provide for sufficient time to amortize the additional investment on a 
reasonable basis. The basis for determining the length of time to extend the 
lease should be the same as that used in the case of competitively bid leases. 

3. For purposes of determining the appropriate term of the lease, under 1 and 
2, the capital investment of a new concessionaire for an initial lease or an incum- 
bent concessionaire for an extension of an existing lease shall be only those 
amounts which the concessionaire agrees in the lease to expend in the form of 
additional capital investment. 


B. Scope of lease 


All future commercial leases, whether negotiated extensions or advertised 
bid, shall contain a scope-of-work clause describing the concession to be operated 
in sufficient detail so that the contracting officer can later make a determination 
as to whether the concession is being satisfactorily operated. It should also be 
made clear in the lease agreement that if the concessionaire does not comply with 
reasonable requests to correct deficiencies or improve service that such failure 
shall be sufficient cause to terminate under the terminations clause. 


C. Determination of fair rental and other clauses to protect the Government 


1. The contracting officer shall prepare a Government estimate of the rental 
to be used as the basis for starting negotiations with the concessionaire. This 
estimate should be the highest rental considered possible to be obtained by 
negotiation for the type of concessionaire to occupy the space and should be based 
on past experience for this concession, national averages for similar businesses, 
and estimated future prospects. This estimate shall be used as the basis for 
rental to be requested by the AEC at the start of negotiations. 

The contracting officer (or his designated representative) shall negotiate with 
the concessionaire to establish a rental rate that is considered to be fair and 
equitable to both parties. The rental accepted and agreed to by the AEC repre- 
sentative shall be supported by a written record of the negotiation giving details 
of the various steps in the negotiation and a complete justification of the rental. 
This record shall also indicate the reasons for accepting a rental that deviates 
from the original estimate. 
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The standard concession lease should be modified through the use of “other 
clauses for the protection of the Government:’” when such modification is nec- 
essary as a result of special conditions or problems that may arise because of 
the nature of the business or concession to be operated. 

2. Competitive bid leases: Commercial leases other than negotiated extensions 
will be handled in accordance with existing procedures under AEC 223/13. 


PRINCIPAL POINTS OF POLICY AND PROCEDURE GOVERNING THE LEASING OF LAND 
AND BUILDINGS FOR COMMERCIAL AND OTHER PURPOSES (EXCEPT HOUSING AND 
MANUFACTURING) IN COMMISSION-CONTROLLED COMMUNITIES 


1. General intent 


(a) That leases be awarded upon the basis of competitive proposals after 
reasonable public advertising, except where recent advertising for the specific 
property has demonstrated that no acceptable competitive proposal in available, 
or, under conditions hereinafter described, where the lease is with a public 
agency or nonprofit organization. 

(b) That the advertising for competitive proposals be reasonably descriptive 
of the property and the proposed lease terms. 

(c) That the lease arrangements contain no restrictions upon the lessee that 
are not required for the protection of the Government’s interests. These inter- 
ests include, but are not necessarily confined to or limited by, financial interest. 

(d@) That the terms of existing leases may be extended through negotiation, 
subject to appropriate financial return to the Government, for periods justified 
by programmatic reasons, provided that no extended lease term, including any 
renewal option, shall exceed 99 years. Programmatic reasons are those which 
will support a conclusion that the extension by negotiation is necessary for the 
housing, health, safety, welfare, or recreation of Commission and contractor 
personnel. Factors which may be considered include the need to maintain con- 
tinuity to the residents of the particular type of commercial services involved, 
the effect on the residents of disruption of trade relations with the particular 
enterprise, and, where the lease extension is necessary to enable expansion or 
improvement of services, the benefit to the residents of such expansion or im- 


provement. Such cases of negotiated extension are to be regarded as exceptions 
to the Commission’s general policy of obtaining competition, and requests for 
aproval of such negotiated extensions should be accompanied by a clear and 
specific showing of the programmatic reasons relied on. 

(e) That the word “commercial” as used herein shall include incidental manu- 
facturing primarily serving the community. 


2. Invitations to submit proposals 


(a) The invitation shall establish the maximum lease term, including any 
renewal options, and shall contain a brief description of the premises and set 
forth or summarize the significant features of the lease arrangements. 

(b) The invitation shall indicate as far as practicable the factors that will be 
considered in the evaluation of the proposals. 

(c) The right shall be reserved to consider only those proposals which conform 
substantially with the requirements of the invitation, and which are submitted 
by responsible parties. “Responsible party” is defined as one who meets mini- 
mum requirements as to financial resources and credit standing, and whose 
background indicates his ability to carry out his commitments under the lease. 

(d@) Property which is designated as commercial in the master plan may be 
offered for long-term lease for commercial purposes by initiating either of two 
types of offerings: (1) An offering which specifically designates the required 
type of enterprise, but limits the requirements of the character and extent of 
service to be supplied by the lessee to that which will assure a specific service 
needed by the community, or which will eliminate or reduce any monopolistic 
condition within the trade area serving the community residents; (2) an offering 
which is not required to meet minimum community needs but which is made 
only in response to demand or to utilize space becoming vacant, in which event 
the offering shall not limit the character and extent of services to be supplied 
by the lessee. 

If required to assure minimum services needed by the community or to elimi- 
nate or reduce any monopolistic condition within the trade area serving the 
community residents, requirements such as type and quality of service, and 
property improvements to be made by the lessee, must be specified in sufficient 
detail to minimize the need for comparing varying proposals in the subsequent 
evaluation of proposals. 
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(e) Invitations for competitive proposals for leasing of vacant land, which 
contemplate the lessee’s construction of a privately financed building, may pro- 
vide that the building and other lessee-financed improvements shall revert to the 
Government. 

(f) The invitation shall require that proposals include a deseription and the 
estimated cost of property improvements which the bidder proposes to make. 

(g) The invitation shall be advertised and publicized as widely and via as 
many mediums, including direct solicitation, as may be necessary to secure 
effective competition, and sufficient time shall be allowed prospective bidders to 
inspect the premises and formulate proposals. A complete record shall be kept of 
all solicitations and responses to inquiries. 

(hk) The invitation shall state that the Commission reserves the right to re- 
ject any or all proposals, and to waive informalities or irregularities in proposals. 


3. Evaluation of proposals 


(a) Proposals which fail to conform substantially with the requirements of 
the invitation or which have been submitted by other than responsible parties 
shall be rejected. 

(b) Evaluation shall be directed exclusively to the selection of the proposal 
by a responsible party which offers the best financial return to the Government. 
The financial return to the Government includes not only the rent for the prop- 
erty, but also the present value as estimated by the lessor of the reversion of 
any lessee-constructed buildings and other improvements which by the provisions 
of the lease will become the property of the Government upon the expiration of 
the lease term or any renewal. 

(c) In evaluating proposals involving payment by the lessee of a percentage 
of his gross revenues, the estimate of the gross revenues shall be based upon and 
supported by references to applicable national statistics, and shall be further 
supported or modified by such local experience records as may be available. 
Such proposals shall be evaluated on the assumption that similar businesses of 
the same general type will produce equal gross revenues. 

Cases where adherence to the foregoing criteria is deemed impracticable shall 
be submitted for approval of the Director of the resopnsible operating division. 

(d) Upon acceptance of a proposal, all others who submitted proposals shall 


be notified that the proposal which in the estimation of the AEC represented the 
greatest financial return to the Government, was accepted. Experience has 
shown that various nationally known firms will refuse to submit proposals if 
their proposals are to be exposed to their competitors. For this reason, no 
requirement is made that the proposals be made public. 


4. Term of new lease 


Unless the prior approval of the director of the responsible operating division 
is obtained, the maximum term of new leases shall be limited as follows: 

Leases entered into after advertising for competitive proposals, and leases by 
whatever procedure entered into with churches, nonprofit organizations as 
defined in 8(b) herein, or Federal, State, or local public agencies, may provide 
for a lease term, including any renewal option, not to exceed 99 years. Govern- 
ment-owned buildings requiring excessive AEC maintenance expenditures should 
be leased only from year to year and then only so long as there is determined 
to be a community need for continued use of the buildings. 


5. Lease rental 


(a) Except as provided in (b) below, the lessee shall be required to pay a 
rental or other sums sufficient to assure a reasonable return for the use of the 
property, plus an amount separately identified as a reasonable tax equivalent 
to offset the cost of municipal-type services provided by the lessor for the leased 
property, such as police and fire protection, street maintenance, schools, and 
street lighting. The lease shall provide for an adjustment in or elimination of 
the tax equivalent, as the case may be, in the event lessor ceases to provide 
such services because of municipal incorporation or for any other reason. In 
no case shall the amount of rental be fixed either as an inducement to prospective 
lessees or as a means of controlling their profits. 

(b) Leases with Federal, State, or local public agencies may be at nominal 
rents, and leases with nonprofit organizations may be at reduced rents, except 
that in any case the rental shall be sufficient to cover all landlord costs and 
services (excluding capital expenditures for land and buildings), and a reason- 
able tax equivalent shall be charged in the case of those agencies and organiza- 
tions that are not exempt from State and local real estate taxes. A “reduced 
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rent” shall be a rental determined by competent appraisal which takes into 
consideration the restriction on use of the premises (see sec. 8(b). 


6. Form of lease 


(a) Because of the need for flexibility in developing leases to meet varying 
requirements of specific cases, the use of a standard lease form is not required. 
However, all leases shall be consistent with the policies described herein. Leases 
shall be framed in conformance with sound commercial leasing practices insofar 
as consistent with such policies. 

(6b) Bach lease shall describe the scope of the activity that may be conducted 
by the lessee, and expressly provide that the lessee is not being given any exclu- 
sive right to operate a particular kind of activity in the community. 

(c) If utilities (water, electricity, steam, etc.) are provided under the lease 
rather than by separate agreement, the lease shall specify the additional amounts 
of the charges therefor. Charges shall be set by comparison with local rates 
for similar services in the area. 

(d@) The lessor shall not be required to assume any obligations, financial or 
otherwise, in connection with the construction, alteration, operation, mainte- 
nance or repair of buildings or other improvements constructed by lessee. With 
respect to Government-owned buildings, lessor’s responsibility should ordinarily 
be limited to structural repairs and maintenance of the roof and outside walls. 

(e) With respect to Government-owned buildings, the Government will be its 
own insurer and in event of damage to the premises from an excepted peril will 
agree to repair the same unless in the opinion of the lessor or Commission the 
premises are beyond economical repair or for other reasons it would not be 
economical and to the best interest of the Commission to repair the premises. 
If the Government elects not to repair or rebuild, the lessee will be given the 
right to renegotiate the lease and, failing agreement, the right to cancel. 

(f) The lessee will be required to save and hold the lessor harmless against all 
claims by third persons who may suffer personal or property injury arising out 
of the lessee’s operation, except injuries arising out of the fault or negligence of 
the lessor or the Government and, if Government-owned buildings are involved, 
to carry public liability and property damage insurance and other insurance as 
the circumstances require. 

(g) The lessor shall not assume any liability for taxes levied against the 
lessee on the leasehold interest or otherwise. 

(hk) The design and specifications of buildings, alterations, additions or im- 
provements, shall be subject to lessor’s approval, and the lessee shall be required 
to comply with all health, safety and zoning laws and regulations (including 
public health, safety, and zoning regulations of the Commission ). 

(i) Where the rental is a percentage of gross receipts, lessee shall be required 
to maintain and preserve for a reasonable time accurate books, records, and 
receipts, and permit the lessor and the Commission to audit records of gross 
receipts and other records to the extent necessary to verify gross receipts. 

(j) Lessees who construct and own buildings on the leased land may be given 
the right of first refusal in the event of sale of the Government’s leased fee while 
the lease is in effect. 

(k) The lease shall contain no provision (1) controlling the prices charged 
lessee’s customers, or (2) warranting title. The lease may provide for termi- 
nation of the lease for the convenience of the Government where circumstances 
warrant. 

(1) The lease shall make the lessor’s obligations contingent on the availability 
of appropriations, shall contain provisions common in commercial leases prohib- 
iting the lessee from assigning or subletting his leasehold interest without les- 
sor’s written approval, and shall contain all provisions required to be inserted by 
law, Executive order, or regulation. 


ny 


?. New leases requiring prior Washington approval 


Prior approval of the Director of the responsible operating Division shall be 
obtained except as set forth in section 8 below with respect to any new lease 
which falls within one or more of the following categories : 

(a) The lease is to be awarded without advertising for proposals ; 

(b) The lease poses any significant policy questions. 


8. Negotiated leases not requiring prior Washington approval 


The prior approval of the director of the responsible operating division will 
not be required with respect to any lease posing no significant policy questions 
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that is to be negotiated without advertising in any of the following categories: 

(a) A lease at a rental not less than that established by competent appraisal, 
after recent advertising for proposals for the specific property has demonstrated 
that no acceptable competitive proposal is available at the time of negotiation ; 

(bv) A lease with a Federal, State, or local public agency at nominal rent, or 
with a nonprofit organization at reduced rental (see sec. 5(0)). This authority 
is subject to the following conditions : 

(1) The location and term of years in each instance shall be consistent with 
master plan requirements, as amended from time to time. 

(2) Buildings shall be leased on an “as is” basis. All normal maintenance 
and repair will be the responsibility of the lessee. 

(3) Utilities shall not be included in the rent but shall be arranged and paid 
for by the lessee. 

(4) The lease shall contain no conditions that will handicap the ultimate dis- 
posal of the property. 

(5) Premises needed in the foreseeable future for commercial use shall not 
be leased to nonprofit organizations, and leases with such organizations shall 
restrict the use of the premises to such noncommercial activities as are custo- 
marily conducted by such a nonprofit organization. 

(6) Before a lease of land and a Government-owned building is negotiated 
with a nonprofit organization, consideration should be given to the sale of the 
building through competitive procedures, or through negotiation with the non- 
profit organization at a price not less than the appraised value where the building 
is needed for the organization’s functioning. 

(7) A lease at nominal rent may be entered into with a Federal, State, 
or local public agency only where the premises are to be used primarily in the 
performance of services for the AEC or the community. 

(S) For the foregoing purpose, “nonprofit organization” means a nonprofit 
group, organized locally on a responsible basis, whether or not affiliated with, 
or a local unit of, a national or other larger organization when engaged in 
activities primarily of a civic, fraternal, recreational or hobby, religious, educa- 
tional, charitable, welfare or public interest character, or for veterans or labor, 
and operated on a basis under which no part of the net earnings of the organiza- 
tion inures to the benefit of any member or private shareholder. Not included 
are organizations engaged in activities primarily for political, publicity, or prop- 
aganda purposes, or desiring to establish national or regional headquarters 
in the community. 


9. Modification of existing leases 


(a) Prior approval of the director of the responsible operating division will 
not be required with respect to the negotiated modification of existing leases in 
the following cases: 

(1) Modification of leases to add to the amount of leased land where it is to 
the Government’s interest in order to eliminate orphan strips of land found not 
separately suitable for development in conformance with applicable zoning, 
building code, health, and safety requirements. 

(2) Modification of leases to permit the lessee to build on land under his 
existing lease an addition to his privately owned building with an increase, where 
appropriate, in the charge for utilities and services furnished to the lessee by 
the lessor and in land rent, but without an extension in the lease term. 

(3) Modification of leases to extend the lease term where the lessee of a 
Government-owned building makes substantial building improvements which 
will revert to the Government upon termination or expiration of the lease or 
any renewal, and where the lessee requires an extension of the lease term to 
enable him to amortize the cost of the improvements at a reasonable rate of 
amortization. The lease extension shall not accommodate an amortization period 
in excess of 20 years. 

(4) Modification of leases involving correcting land descriptions, changes in 
scope of business which do not exceed the bounds of the lessor’s original invita- 
tion, substitution of partners or corporate interests, assignments, changes in 
payments to the lessor involving no estimated reduction in the total financial 
return to the Government, separation of charges for utilities from the rental, 
modification of definitions, negotiation of lease rental where provided in the 
lease, and similar minor transactions. 

(b) Prior approval of the Director of the responsible operating division 
shall be obtained with respect to the negotiated modification of existing leases 
in any case not included in section 9(a@). 
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(c) In all modifications of leases to extend the lease term the lessee shall be 
required to agree to rental payments which, (1) when combined with rever- 
sionary interests, will result in a current value to the Government of the leased 
fee which will not be less than the current value of the leased fee under the pro- 
visions of the existing, unextended lease as determined by appraisal, and (2) 
will not be less than the current rental value of the leased property under the 
conditions of the proposed modified lease, as determined by appraisal. 


10. Record 


In all cases where leases are negotiated, extended, or otherwise modified 
there shall be included in the record of negotiations a specific statement of the 
equities in favor of the manner of handling the transaction. 

Records shall also be maintained to show the evaluation of all proposals in- 
volving rental payment by the lessee of a percentage of his gross revenues, that 
standards used in estimating the lessee’s gross revenues and the method used in 
evaluating proposals involving different lease terms. 


11. Execution of leases by management contractors 


Authority may be delegated to community management contractors to execute 
leases on behalf of the Government as agent. Such leases will be subject to ap- 
proval by the Manager of Operations or his designee and before any lease be- 
comes effective such approval shall be noted on the face of the lease. The 
leases shall authorize the Commission to substitute some other person or com- 
pany as agent in the place of the contractor. 


Senator Jackson. The next witness is Mr. John J. Burke, deputy 
area manager at Los Alamos and chairman of the six-member com- 
mittee to develop a new long-range plan. 

Before Mr. Burke starts, I would like to insert in the record the 
press release of November 25, 1959, announcing the appointment of 
this committee. 

(The press release referred to follows :) 


U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
ALBUQUERQUE OPERATIONS OFFICE, 
OFFICE OF INFORMATION, 
Albuquerque, N. Mewx., November 25, 1959. 


[For immediate release] 


K. F. Hertford, manager of the Atomic Energy Commission’s Albuquerque 
operations office, today appointed a six-member committee to develop a new long- 
range plan for Los Alamos community development. 

The committee, representing the Atomic Energy Commission and major Los 
Alamos employers, is expected to study ultimate goals with respect to self- 
government, local responsibility for munncipal operations and services, home- 
ownership, and a sound commercial structure. It is further expected to identify 
problems, outline an orderly pattern of actions, identify Commission policy 
required, and suggest necessary local, State, and Federal legislation. Its report 
is to be concluded on or before June 1, 1960. 

This will be the third formal study conducted by the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission with respect to the Los Alamos community. Responsibilities of the new 
committee are generally similar to those assigned to the Scurry panel (R. G. 
Seurry, chairman) which conducted a study in 1952, and a local Los Alamos Plan- 
ning Committee which made a further study in 1953. 

As a result of the former studies, the Commission has taken major related 
actions since 1953. These have included: the removal of perimeter security 
controls, permitting free access to the county and the community; the sale of 
land for private homes; the development and adoption of a long-range land use 
plan with emphasis on zoning and town planning; and the identification and 
long term lease of property suitable for commercial development. 

In establishing the current committee, Mr. Hertford noted that actions taken 
in Los Alamos may differ from those undertaken in other Commission com- 
munities because of factors unique to or particularly important to Los Alamos. 
These include the fact that the community exists solely to support and advance 
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the Atomic Energy mission of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, and other 
factors such as isolation, terrain, shortage of housing, etc. 

Various organizations in the community, in addition to the major employers, 
will be asked to participate in the committee’s study. 

Chairman is John J. Burke, Deputy Manager of the AEC’s Los Alamos Area 
Office. Members are: James P. Hogan, AEC-LAAO; Dr. Harold M. Agnew, 
LASL; John V. Young, LASL; Robert A. Smith, the Zia Co.; Lloyd C. Kersey, 
AEC-ALO. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN J. BURKE, DEPUTY AREA MANAGER, LOS 
ALAMOS AREA OFFICE, ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


Mr. Burke. Mr. Chairman, my name is John J. Burke, deputy area 
manager at Los Alamos and also chairman, as you mentioned, of a 
committee recently appointed by Mr. Kenner F. Hertford, Manager 
of the Atomic Energy Commission’s Albuquerque operations, to study 
AEC community operations at Los Alamos. 

Mr. Wilson earlier enumerated some of the major steps taken by the 
AEC in the past several years as an outgrowth of earlier studies on 
the community. It will be noted, however, that none of these were 
concerned significantly with those municipal functions carried on 
by the AEC or its contractors since the start of the project. The de- 
liberations of the new committee will pay particular attention to the 
possibility of transferring greater control of these functions to the 
people and the local gov ernment. 

The assignment of the committee is in general to bring up to date 
past studies on the community and to identify additional orderly, 
reasonable, and acceptable steps by which the AEC can share to a 
greater extent with the people decisions in those functions which are 
normally the concern of the people and their elected representatives. 
We consider the assignment most difficult but, at the same time, we 
know we can count on wholehearted cooperation from the AEC, 
its contractors, the residents in general, and all other segments of 
the Los Alamos community. We intend to strive for a series of rec- 
ommendations which would allow the residents, in due course, the 
greatest possible responsibilities and voice in running their own af- 
fairs, but which, at the same time, take into account all factors unique 
to Los Alamos, and particularly the role of the community in the past 
and future successes of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory. We 
must assure that any actions avoid depreciation of the community in 
any way so as to make it a liability rather than an asset in carrying 
out the Commission’s programs. Therefore, I am confident that the 
committee will not produce any recommendations which would en- 
danger the Commission’s programs at Los Alamos but we will proceed 
on the premise that diminution of the Commission’s influence in muni- 
cipal activities can be obtained consistent with our other objectives. 

One of the problems plaguing the committee at the outset is the 
widespread misconception that the committee is set up to determine 
steps ie which the AEC will dispose “lock, stock, and barrel” of its 
communty interests at Los Alamos. This is not the committee’s ob- 
jective. As I mentioned earlier, it may well be the committee may 
recommend an orderly transfer of certain functions, supplemented by 
appropriate assistance by the AEC in any one of several forms. How- 
ever, concurrently with this, there must be a demonstrated desire on 
the part of the residents to assume any responsibilities. For example, 
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in the area of home ownership, we have adopted as a basic premise 
of our inquiry that the people would in such a case have to assume the 
normal burdens that homeowners assume in any other city in the 
United States, To the degree that home ownership coupled with the 
transfer of municipal functions, would bring into existence abnormal 
burdens in terms of adequate finances, it w ould seem to the committee, 
consistent with its precept, that the AEC must be prepared to give 
continued financial support in order that undue burdens are not placed 
on the people. The committee had its first meeting last Wednesday. 
We have decided on the major areas where inquiry will be conducted 
and we are requesting and have requested local residents to serve on 
the task forces concerned with these areas, The areas not necessarily 
in order of importance are: 

1. Government studies. 

2. Health, hospital, and welfare services. 
3. Public education. 
4. Utilities. 
5. Commercial operations. 
6. Residential real estate. 
7. Recreational and cultural activities. 

8. Public safety. 

We will not study any area of community life in which the Com- 
mission does not participate presently, either in the form of direct 
financial support or facilities support. Our study in public educa- 
tion, for example, will deliberately stay away from the matter of 
school educational policies and curric ‘alum. These functions are pres- 
ently excluded from the Commission’s purview by AEC contract with 
the board of educational trustees. We would, however, examine pres- 
ent policy on the AEC grant-in-aid to the se ‘hool sy stem, and on the 
furnishing of capital plant and equipment, further expansion plans as 
a result of enrollment and private emg developments, additional 
sources of revenue which might be available under certain conditions 
to the school system, et cetera. 

To sum up, may I say again that the committee members approach 
their task with considerable enthusiasm but recognize that we have a 
very difficult assignment. We will actively seek the cooperation of all 
segments of the community and we feel confident that any recommen- 
dations which would provide for further progress toward the goals 
of greater autonomy and responsibility for local government and the 
people would help to maintain the community as a plus factor in the 
execution of the project’s mission. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Anderson. 

Chairman Anperson, I think it was a fine statement and I am glad 
to have it. I am satisfied that this committee is going to do a good 
job. I worried a little bit in the beginning. I talked to Mr, Di Luzio 
and Mr. Wilson. I am satisfied that this is set up to help solve the 
problem and I am very pleased that it is. 

Mr. Burke. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Congressman Bates. 

Representative Bares. “Mr. Burke, do the homeowners today have 
any taxes assessed against them ? 

Mr. Burke. They have assessed against them a eee property 
tax. In Los Alamos property is assessed at one-third value and to 
that is applied a levy of approximately 20 mills. 
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Representative Bares. 20 mills on a third of the evaluation. That 
is a pretty good rate. 

Mr. Burke. Yes, sir. 

Representative Bares. Do you get any money here from Health, 
oe wei and Welfare funds as a result of the area impact bill for 
schools? 

Mr. Burke. No, Mr. Congressman, we do not. The AEC basic act, 
of course, provides that the AEC will take what steps are necessary 
to insure a level of education consistent with the community’s needs 
and we have never obtained funds from the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. The Commission has budgeted funds itself 
for the grant-in-aid to the school system. However, the schools do 
share in the distribution of State tax moneys. 

Representative Bares. But if the city or town became incorporated, 
then, of course, you would get that impact money like every other 
community ? 

Mr. Burke. The decision in such a case rests with the Commissioner 
of Education and the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Whether or not they would see it the same way, I don’t know. 

Senator Bennett. I think if you got it, you would have to give up 
some of your AEC money. It 1s a question of changing pockets, 

Senator Jackson. It should be pointed out that the State of New 
Mexico, I believe, makes a rather substantial contribution each year 
for operation and maintenance under State education 

Chairman Anperson. Sales tax. 

Senator Jackson. Whatever source they may get it from, but it is 
a per capita allowance for the students. 

Mr. Burke. It ison the basis of average daily attendance. 

Chairman Anperson. From the emergency school tax. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Bennett. 

Senator Bennett. No questions. 

Senator Jackson. I was going to ask Mr. Burke if you will also 
review the possible application of the Disposal Act that was passed 
which applies to Richland and Oak Ridge? 

Mr. Burke. One of the assignments of the task group on govern- 
mental studies would, of course, be to consider the possibility that 
disposal would eventually occur. It would not be the first, or most 
important or pressing assignment, but it would be one of them. They 
would be expected to study carefully present State and Federal legis- 
lation to determine present limitations. Also if it were determined 
that we wanted to move in the same direction as Oak Ridge and 
Richland and that was confirmed by the Commission as its policy, it 
would have to develop additional legislation. Whether or not you 
could insert Los Alamos in the bill or develop some clauses spe- 
cifically for Los Alamos would just have to be one result of the study. 

Senator Jackson. What I had in mind was the flexibility of the 
statutory criteria that now applies to Richland and Oak Ridge. It 
might apply to Los Alamos. It is quite obvious that the situations 
are not the same so additional statutory provisions would be required 
ultimately if the decision is made for disposition. Have you ever 
conducted a vote here as to the attitude of the total people on disposal— 
a plebiscite, referendum ? 

Mr. Burke. Not specifically, sir. In 1955, Senator Anderson and 
Congressman Dempsey held hearings at which the subject was dis- 
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cussed rather thoroughly. They got into the question of appraisal of 
present homes. But we have never run a vote or plebescite with the 
people on the question of disposal. 

Senator Jackson. Would it be in order to have a referendum on 
this? I believe that occurred in the case of Oak Ridge and Richland 
prior to the act and later was provided for in the act, I believe. 

Mr. Burke. I certainly would say this, Senator. In order for the 
people to vote intelligently on any such question, they certainly ought 
to know what more is in store for them in addition to merely owning 
their own homes. This is one of the things we hope this committee 
will bring up. 

Senator Jackson. I understand. I am not suggesting we get the 
cart before the horse. The question that runs through my mind is the 
extent to which the local people would like to participate fully as 
citizens in their local municipal government. 

Chairman Anperson. I may be wrong, but it seems to me we had 
two votes in Oak Ridge at least. The first was sort of negative because 
they didn’t understand what they were going to be faced with. Sub- 
sequently we had rather generous support of the program when they 
found out how they were going to acquire their homes. I think that 
would be a very definite question here. The schools at Los Alamos, 
I think, are superior to the general average in New Mexico. I am sure 
the residents of Los Alamos would want to maintain them at that 
high level. That might mean a rather heavy burden. As Congress- 
man Bates has suggested it might mean some pretty heavy taxes. I 
think they would have to know what they are going to face in taxes 
for police protection, fire protection, for schools, and a host of other 
things we are hardly ready to tell them as yet. That is one of the 
things your committee is going to try to find out. 

Mr. Burke. That isthe way we see it. 

Chairman Anperson. That is why I am anxious to have this com- 
mittee goto work. I think it is fine. 

Senator Jackson. Any further questions? Thank you very much, 
Mr. Burke. 

The next two witnesses are Mr. James S. Coleman and Mr. John T. 
Crabtree, members of the Board of Los Alamos County Commission- 
ers. 

Mr. Coleman, do you wish to start ? 

Mr. Coteman. I will let John go ahead and introduce the state- 
ments. 

Senator Anperson. Before you start, I have a letter dated Novem- 
ber 10, 1959, from the Los Alamos County Commissioners which I 
would like to insert in the record at this point. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 


STATE OF NEw Mexico, County oF Los ALAMOS, 
Los Alamos, N. Mex., November 10, 1959. 
Hon. Ciinton P. ANDERSON, 
Federal Building, 
Albuquerque, N. Mez. 


DeaR SENATOR ANDERSON: The Los Alamos County Commissioners believe the 
residents of the county would greatly benefit by a public discussion of the possi- 
bility of disposal of the community, in the course of your hearings here Decem- 
ber 7 and 8. 

Right now there is widespread opinion that the Government will some day, 
possibly in 5 years, sell the existing Government-owned residences in Los Alamos 
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to their occupants on something like the same basis as the sales in Oak Ridge 
and Richland. 

However, there has been no definitive statement by the Government either to 
refute or to support this opinion. There are many Obvious reasons why all the 
residents, particularly the county commissioners need to know now what the 
Government’s intentions are in this matter. Some of these reasons follow: 

1. The AEC has indicated on numerous occasions its desire to have the county 
take over various functions such as parks, playgrounds, the cemetery and the 
mesa library, and possibly the police and fire departments. These seem to be 
steps toward self-government and as such probably are commendable aims. 

But without legislative guarantees of Federal support funds (in lieu of taxes) 
such as those we understand were written into the acts that enabled the Oak 
Ridge and Richland sales, the county is not assured of any support, and has no 
basis at all for long-range planning. We cannot just back into self-government 
without knowing where the money is coming from. 

2. The status of future real estate developments beyond the relatively few 
homes that have been built on Barranca Mesa, would seem to hinge one way 
or another on the decision to sell or not to sell the community. Neither the 
county commissioners nor the citizens are in any position to judge positively 
whether sale of the community would help or hindef such developments as the 
Barraneca Mesa extension, the projected private trailer park, White Rock and 
eventually the TA-1 area. But we feel certain you will agree that all parties 
concerned need to know all the facts in making their own decisions. What do 
we need to know? Just this: Does the Government intend to dispose of the 
community or not, and if so, when? 

If the Government does intend to sell the town, next year or in 5 years or 
10, we believe it is time that a positive statement to this effect be made. We 
do not advocate this, nor do we oppose it—it is not our decision to make. We 
only want the status clarified, either way. 

We respectfully request that this entire matter be placed on the agenda for 
your hearings. 

The commission as such does not, at this time, anticipate testifying in this 
investigation; but, because there are various items on the agenda affecting the 
county government, we believe that we should be invited into the hearings in 
our official capacities as commissioners rather than as private citizens. 

Respectfully, 
Rosert N. THORN, Chairman. 
JAMES S. CoLEMAN, Member. 
JOHN T. CRABTREE, Member. 


STATEMENTS OF JAMES S. COLEMAN AND JOHN T. CRABTREE, 
MEMBERS, BOARD OF LOS ALAMOS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 


Mr. Crarrree. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee. 

The Los Alamos County Commission is composed of three members. 
Chairman Robert Thorn is presently out of town. I am John Crab- 
tree serving as chairman during Mr. Thorn’s absence. My fellow 
member is Mr. James Coleman. We would like to welcome you to 
our county. We have two statements we wish to make concerning 
the commission’s position on phases of this investigation. Mr. Cole- 
man will make the first statement at this time. 

Mr. Coteman. The question of housing disposal is certainly the 
problem of central concern. In fact, the story spreads through Los 
Alamos at least once a year that the houses will soon be sold. It is 
passed as a dismaying rumor, a source of uncertainty and fear. Many 
persons like the present. rental setup with its maintenance services. 
Many others would like to buy their homes if priced at an econom- 
ically reasonable and encouraging level. Throughout both groups, 
however, is a feeling that as a town without taxable industry we 
couldn’t afford the sort of schools and municipal services which we 
have now, and which ether young and vigorous communities demand 
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and gladly pay for. This is the problem implied by disposal of most 
direct concern to our local government. 

It is not, of course, the only problem. Mr. Wilson has mentioned 
several others. One possible difficulty certamly concerns the effect 
of disposal on the ability of the Laboratory and other contractors to 
attract topflight personnel. Special provision may be needed so that 
newly hired persons can obtain adequate housing at a reasonable 
price. The community realizes that the prime responsibility for 
weighing factors such as this properly rests with the Atomic Energy 
Commission and this committee. But the community wants to know 
and needs to know what the future holds with respect to disposal. 
We have heard in fact that the sale of Government-held residential 
and business property at Los Alamos is presently considered a desir- 
able goal by the responsible Federal agencies. But would such a sale 
be undertaken without the urging of ‘the people of this community ? 
And what policies of pricing, priorities, and timing would the agencies 
involved consider essential to discharge of their responsibilities. The 
community is interested not only in the answers which can be given 
at this moment, but also in urging early consideration of the remaining 
questions. 

In thinking of the role of the local government in regard to the 
question of disposal, the attention of the county commission is inevit- 
ably drawn to the troubling scarcity of taxable property. The actual 

value of currently taxable ‘property is approximately $6 million, and 
even this has been achieved only by more rigorous enforcement of the 
tax on household goods than applied elsewhere in the State. By 
contrast, the Government’s investment in the Los Alamos townsite and 
Laboratory is approaching $2 70 million. One of the advantages of 
disposal ca suggested is that it would give the community a 
much more effective voice in the development of community facilities 
by providing a greatly increased and stable source of tax revenue. 
For example—and I am going to use an example which has been 
mentioned several times this morning—Los Alamos badly needs a new 
community building to replace several inadequate and rapidly de- 
ter iorating wartime structures. Provision for such a building was 
once again this year knocked out of the AEC’s budget request. The 
county commission feels that if Los Alamos County had a really ade- 
quate tax base, a bond issue for construction of a community building 
would be readily approved. 

The fact is, however, that Los Alamos is, and will remain a city 
of primarily low-rent, low-cost housing. Taxes on the value of the 
residential property at the rates charged in Albuquerque, for example, 
would scarcely cover the yearly contribution which the Atomic Energy 
Commission now makes to the Los Alamos schools. (This is based 
on an estimated value for residential property of $50 million ; a ratio of 
actual value to assessed value of one-sixth; and a tax rate of 60 mills.) 
It seems clear that if Los Alamos is to remain an attractive and de- 
sirable place to live, the Federal Government must continue to as- 
sume a major portion of the costs of municipal-type functions. On 
the other hand, if the Government-owned facilities at Los Alamos were 
taxable, a reasonable tax rate would suffice to maintain and perhaps 
to improve the current level of community services and facilities. 

49176—60—-4 
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The county commission has not endorsed and has no intention of 
endorsing the abstract idea of disposal. We would view immediate 
and rapid disposal as directly opposed to the interests of the com- 
munity, for we realize acutely the difficult problems such a transition 
entails. Our hope is that the intentions of the Federal Government 
can be clarified, so that our planning and actions and those of subse- 
quent commissions can be more effective. 

Mr. Craprrer. Mr. Chairman, we have one other short statement 
to make and this concerns the airstrip. 

The Los Alamos County Commission has been a sounding board for 
oe opinion on the question of an airport and landing field for 
0th private planes and commercial services for the community. 

The commission has found no dissension among the public as to the 
need for such a facility. Almost everyone spoken to has agreed there 
issuch a need. 

Whatever discussion there has been has dealt with location en- 
tirely. Many have questioned the advisability or wisdom of hav- 
ing this facility located in such a place as to make for passage over 
or near residential areas. 

It has also been stated many times that Los Alamos has no form 
of commercial transportation available, that we are one of the very 
few communities in the country so situated; and that in planning 
for the future such a facility should be thought of as a necessity. 

The Los Alamos County Commission is entirely in accord with 
this latter belief. It also feels that in any planning for airport and 
landing field, major consideration should be given to locations which 
will provide space enough to accommodate both commercial and 
private craft, with no attendant danger to the populace. 

This concludes our statement. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, gentlemen, for your statements. 

I do want to say that I think it would be helpful if the local people 
had a chance to talk to the people in Richland in my home State 
on the way the Community Disposal Act has worked out there. Many 
of the fears that the local people had no longer exist. 

As you probably know, under the Disposal Act there is a 5-year 
period of transition in turning over the facilities to the local govern- 
ment. Then there is a 10-year period of Federal assistance payments 
to make it possible for the local government to carry on the services 
that existed at the time of the disposition in order to maintain the high 
standards necessary for the people who work for General Electric in 
the case of Richland and here is the case of the Laboratory. 

I did want to mention that because many of the points that you 
folks will raise during the course of this hearing—and very proper- 
ly so—have been worked out I think quite well in Richland. I was 
over there last week, Mr. Chairman, and except for one or two minor 
matters it is coming along very well and they are very happy. 

I do want to make that suggestion because I think it would be very 
helpful to you and to Mr. Burke’s committee too. 

Senator Anderson. 

Chairman Anperson. I only want tocomment on one question. You 
spoke of the sale of these houses and whether such a sale would 
be undertaken only upon the urging of the people of this community. 
I think the answer is yes. I don’t believe it would be undertaken 
without the urging of the community. I don’t think the AEC has 
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any desire nor have the members of the Joint Committee on Atomic 
Energy to do so. When the community is satisfied it can be under- 
taken, then I imagine it can be undertaken and we might well support 
it. 

Mr. Coteman. Thank you very much. We are very happy to have 
that clear. 

Chairman Anperson. I think that was the attitude taken at both 
Richland and Oak Ridge. We wanted them to be absolutely sure 
and I must say it seemed to me that the Atomic Energy Commission 
was extremely careful to make sure it was done in a proper fashion. 
That is why Senator Jackson can testify that it is working out well. 
That is the only basis on which it might work well here. 

Senator Jackson. I want to follow up Senator Anderson’s state- 
ment by saying that a lot of people in Richland were opposed to dis- 
posal, and they had all sorts of fears which, we are happy to say, were 
not borne out. I do think the case of Richland is a model of success 
in the Government disposing of property. With the very intimate 
relationships that exist in any community, that is not an easy thing 
to do. It is easy to sell a building; but when you try to change the 
whole pattern of a community from one of Government ownership and 
operation to a normal community with all the special requirements, 
it is not an easy task. This job has been accomplished in Richland 
in a very fine way. 

Chairman Anperson. I suppose, Senator Jackson, you and I can 
say no small part of the success was due to the way in which the Joint 
Committee passed on the legislation. 

Senator Jackson. I can say the people in New Mexico are very 
fortunate in having as chairman someone by the name of Senator 
Anderson. We won’t let you respond. 

Chairman ANnperson. We did have a problem at Oak Ridge. I just 
wanted to say to you that we had folks there who considered it very 
carefully and it did prove to me these bills can be drawn so the com- 
munities are satisfied. Senator Jackson found it in the community in 
his State. I just wanted to assure you that I think it will work out 
the same way here when it comes:te some decision if one is desired by 
the people of the community. 

Representative Barres. With reference to your second statement, 
does the county commission have any particular location in mind 
which would provide space enough to accommodate both commercial 
and private craft with no attendant danger to the populace? 

Mr. Crasrrer. We have studied the various possible sites for a large 
landing field which would accomplish both of these purposes. Based 
on our own observations within the county, there seems to be only one 
such place, and that is the often-mentioned White Rock. There is 
another space which might possibly be used if an agreement could be 
reached with the Pueblo Indians down below. There is a very large 
and fairly level space there. 

Representative Bares. How far is that from Los Alamos ? 

Mr. Crasrrer. That issome 8 or 9 miles. 

Representative Bates. By road? 

Mr. Craptree. By road. 

. — Jackson. That would be about the same distance as White 
ock. 


Mr. Crasrree. That is right. 
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Representative Bares. Does the Commission believe that in the case 
of White Rock that you could have housing and an airport together’ 

Mr. Coteman. Contemplating a large commercial space—and I 
think Senator Anderson has touched on that—it could accommodate 
some housing, but certainly not 2,000 or 3,000—perhaps 200, if their 
acreage down there is limited. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Bennett. 

Senator Bennrrr. I am interested in this site which you say would 
require arrangements with the Pueblo Indians. Would that airfield 
interfere with existing Indian housing or Indian operations at all? 

Mr. CoLteman. No, Senator. That is quite a distance from any 
Indian housing and is a good half mile or more from housing of any 
type. 

Senator Bennerr. Have any preliminary discussions been held with 
the Indians with respect to the possibility ? 

Mr. Coteman. Yes, some time ago the members of our Aeronautical 
Association discussed it with the Indians and it was a case at that time 
of reaching accord with two groups and the one group was not willing 
at that time to go along with it. 

Senator Bennett. So that is a possibility, but a rather remote one. 

Representative Bares. Mr. Chairman, I wonder if the Commis- 
sioners can explain a little bit about their own status? You are elected 
by the people in the county ? 

Mr. Coteman. That is right. 

Representative Bares. What is your responsibility ? What is your 
authority ? 

Mr. CoLtemAn. Our authority is, of course, by virtue of being given 
all county privileges by the State of New Mexico. We have addi- 
tional privileges granted by the State due to the difference between our 
setup here and the ordinary setup. We have, for example, ordinance- 
making powers which are ordinarily granted only to municipalities 
because of the inseparability of the county of Los Alamos and the 
municipality. 

Mr. Craprree. I think it is fair to say in general that our field of 
responsibility is quite broad under the law and it is limited mainly by 
limitations on the amount of money which we can get. We actually 
have, in addition to the property tax, a gasoline tax and an occupation 
tax here. But our total operating budget—total expenditures in the 
last fiscal year, for example, was at.a level of about $100,000. 

Senator Bennerr. How much? 

Mr. Crasrree. $100,000. It is not really a large share of the total 
expenditures for municipal purposes here. 

Representative Bares. Where do the AEC functions stop and your 
functions begin ? 

Mr. Crasrree. Do you want to go ahead and try to outline it? 

(Question directed to Mr. Coleman.) 

Representative Bares. You referred to ordinances. Do you have 
charge of that ? 

Mr. Coteman. We have charge of the local ordinances. We admin- 
ister the county as such, handling those affairs which are entirely 
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county and under the State law as opposed to the AEC functions. A 
good example might be our unique position within the school system. 

The Los Alamos schools, although they receive the grant-in-aid from 
the Federal Government, are still part of the State school system. 
The county of Los Alamos administers the school funds other than 
those concerned with grant-in-aid. We are responsible to the State 
authorities for the administration of the schools. We have a slightly 
different situation here than in the other counties in our school system 
in that our county school superintendent, for example, is not an 
elective officer. He is in the other three counties, but not here. Here 
he is appointed by our Board of Education. That is a good example 
of the way we operate within the framework of the State organization 
itself. 

Representative Bares. Do you run the fire department or the police 
department ? 

Mr. Coteman. No, wedo not. Those are all run by the AEC. 

Representative Bares. The AEC does all of that. What about 
utilities ? 

Mr. Coteman. Utilities—we have no taxes for those. Our taxes are 
essentially for the administration of the county government itself. 

Representative Bares. Who handles new city planning? 

Mr. Coteman. City planning is presently being handled in the 
main by the AEC in conjunction with the county. For example, the 
AKC traffic engineer is also the county traffic engineer. We hire no 
one to staff a city planning operation. We hire no one at all for this 
purpose. 

Representative Bares. If you want to establish an ordinance here, 
do you work something out in conjunction with the AEC? 

Mr. Crasrree. Ordinarily we will work it out consulting, for ex- 
ample, the county attorney which is one of the areas in which we have 
a paid county staff; in other words, a legal staff of one part-time 
person. 

Representative Bares. Is he paid by the AEC? 

Mr. Crantree. No, he is paid by the county on a part-time basis. 

Mr. Coteman. We do have some ordinances we work out with the 
AEC because of the AEC’s unique position of being the landlord, as 
it were. 

Mr. Crasrree. In general on ordinances though we are on our own 
and we try to figure them out ordinarily through a system of com- 
mittees of interested citizens. This is ordinarily how we do the 
groundwork and the detail work in planning such things as ordinances. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, gentlemen. We appreciate your fine 
contribution here this morning. 

The next witnesses are to testify on the subject of housing. Will 
the four of you come up to the platform at this time? We will ask 
Mr. Leland, representing the Los Alamos Home Owners’ Association 
to be the first witness. The other three witnesses are Mr. Lowery, Mrs. 
Steely, and Mr, Scherling. Mr. Leland, would you come around here, 
please, and have a chair. 

Mr. Lenanp. Thank you. 

Senator Jackson. You may proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF W. T. LELAND, LOS ALAMOS HOME OWNERS’ 
ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Levanp. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee; I 
have a prepared statement from the Los Alamos Home Owners’ Asso- 
ciation. 

In 1955, a congressional hearing such as this one led to the first 
major change in the Los Alamos housing picture; the development 
of Jand on Barranca Mesa for use in the building of privately owned 
homes. It therefore seems appropriate to review at this time the 
progress made in this new dimension of Los Alamos housing; to dis- 
cuss some of the problems that have not been completely solved, and 
to indicate what future needs along these lines might be. 

To avoid going into lengthy detail I will summarize the happenings 
of the major portions of time since 1955 by observing that on June 25, 
1959, the local AEC office announced the completed development of 
the first group of lots on Barranca Mesa. This announcement 
climaxed what seemed to many of us an endless sequence of details 
involving an amazing number of Government agencies and officials. 
The Congress of the United States has been involved beginning with 
the 1955 hearing. Special legislation was passed to take care of legal 
technicalities and finally, of course, the necessary funds had to be 
appropriated. Then came more delays while the Bureau of the Budget 
deliberated our fate. Another Government agency making sizable 
contributions to the project was the Federal Housing Administration. 
They examined all details of the land development and sale, making 
sure that Barranca Mesa would be a fine community, one in which 
they could safely guarantee home mortgages. Of course, the AEC 
was involved at all levels of their organization. The local AEC 
office, however, was directly responsible for seeing to it that all details 
were worked out and deserve a good share of the credit for the suc- 
cess of the project. 

How successful has the project been? Since the completion of land 
development, Barranca Mesa has been a beehive of activity. It turned 
out that there are 69 homesites available. As of today, about 514 
months since utilities and streets were finished, 16 families live on 
Barranca Mesa, 24 more houses are in various stages of construction 
beyond the planning stage. Only one lot remains unsold at the pres- 
ent time. We are looking forward to a relatively settled community 
in the near future. 

There appears to be some erroneous impressions or information re- 
garding homes that have been or can be built on Barranca Mesa. 
Barranca Mesa is not a community designed only for the wealthy. 
Thirty-five lots require a minimum house value of $14,000. The other 
lots require a $19,000 minimum value. By present-day standards, a 
$14,000 house is not very pretentious. In terms of prospective home- 
builders, we find the following for laboratory employees. Seventy- 
five percent of all employees have an annual salary of ovev $5,000; 
5314 percent have annual salaries over $7,000. Using the customary 
rule of thumb that a man can afford a home 2 to 3 times his annual 
salary, it is clear that Barranca Mesa is designed for the majority of 
prospective homebuyers. We did not undertake to ascertain the value 
of houses already built since this involves rather personal informa- 
tion. However, I do know that several were built for appreciably 
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less than $20,000 and that several have cost over $40,000. Surveys in 
the past have indicated an average as well as median value of $20,000 
as the anticipated home cost and evidently the actual costs will be in 
this vicinity. 

It has been said that building costs on Barranca Mesa are exorbi- 
tant or prohibitively high. We do not believe that the terms exorbi- 
tant or prohibitive are at all appropriate. There is no denying that 
building costs in Los Alamos County are higher than in Albuquerque 
or Santa Fe. As best we can tell, Santa Fe costs run about 5 percent 
above Albuquerque and Los Alamos 7 percent above Santa Fe. The 
reason for the differential is no mystery. The lack of a local supply 
of skilled and unskilled labor necessarily raises labor costs since there 
is considerable commuting involved. Some contractors have allevi- 
ated this difficulty to some extent by making use of the limited amount 
of dormitory-type space available. Invariably, however, there are a 
few key individuals who because of their special talents can find work 
anywhere. In these instances, premium pay is required to induce 
them to come to Los Alamos where they must live away from their 
families. A few basic building materials cost more in Los Alamos. 
Concrete, for example, runs about 40 percent higher than in Santa 
Fe. The price of concrete is essentially determined by the Zia Co., 
the limited competition normally setting its price a few cents under 
the Government price. We believe that it is within the realm of pos- 
sibility to reduce building costs in Los Alamos almost to those of 
Santa Fe. At the close of my talk I will make some suggestions and 
recommendations some of which have a bearing on the construction 
cost. problem. 

Another problem that has not been completely solved is that of 
financing. I am happy to say that the local bank has to date been 
serving the community very well by providing mortgages suitable for 
many. Specifically the bank has committed half a million dollars 
in FHA 15- and 20-year loans. Furthermore these loans do not in- 
volve the usual 4- to 5-percent discount or 1-percent closing fee. 
There is, however, immediate need for other types of financing and 
another half a million to take care of the next group of lots now being 
developed. Specifically we need some conventional-type loans and 
more long-term FHA loans. The portion of the half million dollars 
committed to 20-year loans has already been used up. 

Mortgage money is relatively scarce everywhere and in New Mexico, 
which is about as far away as one can get from the big financial centers 
on the east coast, the shortage is even more acute. Life insurance 
companies which supply a large amount of money for home mortgages 
have no difficulty in placing their money in large established communi- 
ties and consequently have to date been reluctant to operate in Los 
Alamos. Before closing my discussion of financing I should mention 
that a building and loan association has been organized and chartered 
for Los Alamos. When this building and loan association obtains 
Federal insurance and gets into operation they will undoubtedly be 
able to assist to some extent with our financing problems. 

The last topic I wish to discuss is that of the future needs of Los 
Alamos for Barranca Mesa type developments. The success of the 
first development attests to the practicability and desirability of such 
endeavors. From all indications the interest in private homebuilding 
is increasing. In the first lottery, 72 lots were offered and 68 people 
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expressed interest. In the second lottery there were 12 lots and 27 
takers, this in spite of the fact that the 12 lots were largely the least 

popular of the original 72. Barranca Mesa now serves Los Alamos 

in the same capacity that miscellaneous vacant lots and edge of town 

developments do in normal communities. 

The need for housing alternatives is greater than ever in Los 
Alamos. In the past the periodic appearance of additional Govern- 
ment-built houses usually meant temporary relief in the housing 
shortage and an opportunity to move up to better housing. Today, 
the only possibility of “moving up” comes from the small amount of 
personnel turnover. 

We recognize, of course, that economics must receive due recogni- 
tion in any future action that the Government might take. It is 
undeniably true that the Government’s initial investment in the devel- 
opment of lots on Barranca Mesa exceeded the sale price as determined 
by FHA evaluations and that the remainder of the initial investment 
will be recovered only after a number of years through charges made 
for utilities. Although the true net cost is effectively zero, there is 
still the objection: able feature that money must be provided at the 
outset and is not returned immediately. Development of land by a 
private developer would overcome this difficulty but would undoubt- 
edly provide an entirely different type of housing alternative than is 
now available on Barranca Mesa. We recommend that a continued 
program of lot development on Barranca Mesa be set up with lots 
being developed at the rate of 50-75 per year until such time as the 
demand for lots is filled. A continued program would also assist in 
reducing building costs in that contractors can plan a continued opera- 
tion and avoid start-up and shut-down costs. Also in line with reduc- 
tion of building costs, we recommend that contractors doing a reason- 
able volume of business here, be accepted as a local business and 
treated in the same manner other businesses are. In particular they 
should be allowed to rent one- or two-family-type housing units. 

I am not familiar with the details of how the Zia Co. arrives at 
prices for various services and materials supplied other than that it 
1s in accordance with procedures set up by the Government which in 
part are designed to avoid placing the Government in competition 
with private business. We suggest that in areas where competition 
is inadequate or nonexistent that the pricing schedule might be ex- 
amined again with a view toward bringing it into line with neighbor : 
ing towns. 

The financing problem must be solved if building on Barranca Mesa 
is to continue to flourish. We solicit assistance or suggestions from 
anyone and everyone. Perhaps if the right people are contacted some 
solution will be forthcoming. 

Before finishing I believe it is only fair to say that the existence 
of unsolved pr oblems on Barranca Mesa is no reflection on the local 

AEC office. They have done their job very well and within existing 
policies have, in my opinion, done all they ‘could to make the project 
the success that it is. Thank you. I shall be happy to answer any 
questions that I am able to. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Leland, are you in the contracting business? 

Mr. Letanp. No, I am former president of the Los Alamos Home 
Owners’ Association and I work for the Laboratory. I am currently 
having a house built on Barranca Mesa for myself. 
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Senator Jackson. The Home Owners’ Association then is a group 
of local citizens who own their homes or are building them ? 

Mr. Letanp. The origin of the association dates back to the early 
part. of 1956. Shortly after there appeared to be a possibility of 
getting private homes up here a group of citizens interested in this 
banded together and called themselves the Los Alamos Home Owners’ 
Association. 

Senator Jackson. That was anticipatory at that time? 

Mr. Letanp. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. Now you have members who are actually home- 
owners. 

Mr. Letanp. That is correct. 

Chairman Anperson. I am concerned a little bit by what you said 
on page 3 concerning the price of concrete running : about. 40 percent 
higher than in Santa Fe. Is it ready mixed ? 

Mr. Leann. It is ready mixed. 

Chairman AnpErson. Have you any explanation as to why it is that 
much higher here than in Santa Fe? That does seem a very strange 
difference, doesn’t it ? 

Senator Bennetr. Heavy freight ? 

Mr. Lexanp. I am told it is in accordance with the usual formula 
of what these things should be sold at by the Zia Co. 

Chairman Anperson. We had the “hearing up here in 1955. We 
had, as you know, some difference of opinion as to whether it would 
work out to have houses up here. One of the witnesses said and here 
I am quoting him: “I can think of a million better investments than 
a house in Los Alamos.” 

Apparently you don’t agree with that sentiment, do you? 

Mr. Letanp. No, sir, I do not. 

Chairman ANpERSON. Are you happy with the way Barranca Mesa 
is working out? T will preface that by saying I had my first good 
look at the area this morning. I think it is very fine. I think the 
Commission has done an excellent job of laying out these lots and 
making it into an attractive community. 

You are building a house there now ? 

Mr. Letanp. Yes sir, and I am very happy with the way it has 
worked out. 

( ‘hairman AnpersOoN. Would you suggest that we ought to go on 
with 50 to 75 houses a year up there? What is the estimated maxi- 
mum capacity for Barranca Mesa for the type of housing development 
that isnow going on up there—several hundred ? 

Mr. Leuanp. Yes, I believe it is in the vicinity of 400. I believe 
Mr. Wilson made a statement on that this morning. 

Chairman Anperson. We now have 70 or so built or building or 
underway or lots sold at least and another 47 coming along. Do you 
think this is a step in the right direction ? 

Mr. Letanp. I believe it is, sir. 

Chairman Anperson, Thank you. I agree with you. I think it 
is a fine thing that it is going ahead as well as it is. I was very pleased 
with the type of houses; the thought that has apparently been given 
to their location on the lots and so forth. I think it is going to be a 
beautiful subdivision when it is all finished. 
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Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. That isa very fine state- 
ment. 
The next witness is Mr. Lowery. You have a short statement, I 
believe. 
STATEMENT OF WILLIAM T. LOWERY 


Mr. Lowery. Yes, I have. 

Mr. Cuarman. I didn’t have much time to prepare this so I made 
it as brief as possible but it is on the purchasing of lots for mobile 
homes by individuals. The location best suited for this would be 
the South Mesa Road which I think has been thought of by the AEC. 
That location was their idea. 

Out there the water, lights, and gas are in. The only thing that 
would have to be put in is the sewage. That would make it very easy 
for those lots to be sold to mobile-home owners. 

The lots should be of a size large enough to accomodate the largest 
mobile home and they range in size from 10 feet wide to 65 feet long. 
There are some that are bigger, but this is the average. The lots 
would have to be at least 90 feet wide for parallel parking and from 
80 to 100 feet deep. 

Restrictions as to what could be put on these lots could be worked 
out by the AEC in some way. 

If there are any questions you want to ask, I would be glad to try to 
answer. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Lowery. 

Congressman Bates. 

Representative Bares. Where is that located ? 

Mr. Lowery. South Mesa Road. That is from the bridge down the 
back road. 

Representative Bares. It is off Trinity Road? 

Mr. Lowery. Yes, across the bridge that goes east of Trinity. 

Representative Bares. Is that by the Medical Research Labora- 
tory ? 

Mr. Lowery. No, across the canyon from it. 

Representative Bares. The bridge down below there? 

Mr. Lowery. Yes. 

Representative Barrs. Highway No. 4? 

Mr. Lowery. Jemez Ridge. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Anderson. 

Chairman Anprerson. No questions. 

Senator JAckson. Senator Bennett. 

Senator Bennerr. Just one question. Should those lots be pur- 
chased or should they be made available for lease or rent? 

Mr. Lowery. We would like to have some to purchase on the order 
of the deal they got on Barranca Mesa. There are a lot of people who 
probably would like to stay here when they retire and there are quite 
a few who are ready to retire. As soon as they do they have to move 
off the hill. If they had some way of purchasing a lot for their own 
use, they could stay there; otherwise they can’t. 

Senator Jackson. Is there any demand, Mr. Lowery, from people 
with trailers who would like to purchase lots? 

Mr. Lowery. Yes, there is. In fact there are quite a few people 
who live in housing right now, who would just as soon purchase a lot 
of their own and move into a mobile home. 
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Senator Jackson. That is very interesting. Are there any further 
questions ? 

Representative Bares. What is your business, Mr. Lowery ? 

Mr. Lowery. I work for the Laboratory. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Lowery. I appreci- 
ate having your statement. 


(A letter previously sent to Senator Anderson by Mr. Lowery 
follows :) 


Los ALAmos, N. MeEx., 
September 9, 1959. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington D.C. 


My Dear SENATOR: We the undersigned, residing in Los Alamos, N. Mex., wish 
to submit this request, suggestion, or petition. 

We would like to have lots plotted off in the south mesa area large enough 
for our mobile homes. This area was recently released by the University of 
California for a mobile home park. Lots 75 by 100 feet or 100 by 100 feet would 
be the minimum size we could use, and larger lots are preferable because the 
average mobile home is now 50 feet long by 10 feet wide. These lots could then 
be sold to us much the same as those that were sold on Barranca Mesa. 

This is not a spur-of-the-moment plan as Los Alamos mobile homeowners 
have discussed this posibility for ome time. This plan would be a great help to 
the housing shortage, for many people who now live in Zia rental units would 
like to buy their own property and put a large modern mobile home on it. This 
plan could also be an asset in appearance to the city of Los Alamos. Attached 
are some of the different ways a mobile home can be made to look and also a 
picture of a beautiful mobile home park. We are sure we can make a park 
look better than this. We also believe that property restrictions can be worked 
out to everyone’s satisfaction. 

If you would give your consideration to this idea, a committee of three would 
be glad to meet with you at your convenience to discuss this in full detail. 

The undersigned are expressing their interest in the purchase of property 
by signing their name to this paper. 

Wm. T. Lowery, 204 Academy Street, Ph. 2-3733. 
Fred W. Peters, 292 Acacia Street. 

Delfine Mascorenas, 355 Beech Street. 

H. C. Back, 1752, 37th Street. 

Thomas E. Nolen, 2141 B-44. 

Lonnie Miller, 666, 26th Street. 

Walter F. Neal, 58 Second Street. 

Mr. and Mrs. Glen Buchanan, 178 Second Street. 
Mr. and Mrs. A. H. Kielaugh. 

Mr. and Mrs. Robert E. Smith. 

O. C. Bowden, 109 Beech Street. 

Mr. and Mrs. C. L. Welch, 370 Academy Street. 
Mr. and Mrs. R. O. Holm, 2179 34th Street. 

Out of 14 people interviewed 13 have signed this paper, this is a very good 
percentage, I could get many more to sign but time is short and I want you to 
examine this idea as soon as possible. Hoping to hear from you soon on whether 
you think this can be done or not. 

Sincerely yours, 
W. T. Lowery. 


Senator Jackson. Mrs. John Steely. 
AEeAs Oy Mrs. Steely is not here. We did not receive a state- 


ment from her. If she desires tosubmit a statement, we will be pleased 
to have it in the record. 

Chairman Anperson. If I could say one word here, I think it might 
be well to say that we will meet back here this afternoon. A great 
many people have been told they would have a chance to testify. 
There is a tour scheduled through the laboratory areas and vicinity 
tomorrow. However, if we have not finished with these witnesses this 
afternoon and others desire to be heard, there will be a hearing again 
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tomorrow. We may have to discuss with Mr. Wilson where the loca- 
tion may be but an effort will be made to announce that—probably 
right here. 


“(Mr. Wilson indicated the hearing would be continued in Civic 
Auditorium.) 

Chairman Anprerson. Thank you, Mr. Wilson. It will be here then. 

I hope no one will go away saying there is no chance for me to get in 
and make my contribution because we do want your contribution and 
want your suggestions. We do hope that somewhere we can have a 
list of those who do intend to testify. I have a rather large list here 
of people who say they intend to testify. We hope we can cover all 
of those who have expressed a desire to do so, but even if you have not 
previously expressed it, we will be very glad to have some sort of an 
opportunity to talk with you. 

May I also say that there is a rule in the Reorganization Act that 
testimony of this nature ought to be submitted in advance. I do not, 
however—and I am sure the other members of the committee agree 
with me—want to bar somebody because you didn’t have a chance to 
mimeograph and multigraph your statement and have it ready in 
advance. That is a desirable goal, but it isn’t a requisite. If you 
have something you want to say, come up and we will try to accommo- 
date you whether your statement is prepared in advance or not. 

Senator Bennerr. Mr. Chairman, is there any particular place or 
person to whom prospective witnesses might come during the lunch 
hour to file their names? 

Chairman Anperson. I thought perhaps those who wanted to come 
up at the end of this session would do so. We have a fairly satisfac- 
tory list but Iam sure Mr. Wilson and Mr. DiLuzio have people here 
who would help try to take down the names, Please specify what 
particular subjects you would like to testify about so there might be 
some order in the way the witnesses are presented. 

Would that be satisfactory, Mr. Wilson ? 

Mr. Wuson. Yes sir. 

Chairman ANprerson. Have them come up here after the meeting 
adjourns this noon. We will try to make sure everyone is 
accommodated. 

Senator Jackson. In addition, Senator Anderson, I think it might 
be well to mention under the rules of our committee they have a couple 
of weeks to submit a statement if they do not desire to make a personal 
statement at the hearing. There may be some who would like to 
submit a letter or a statement. 

Senator Bennett. That should be addressed to us in Washington. 

Senator Jackson. ee to Senator Anderson. 

Chairman Anperson. I think, without objection on the part of the 
committee, we will keep the record open for 2 weeks for the receipt 
of statements of reasonable length. These should be addressed to 
the Joint Committee on Atomic “Energy, U.S. Capitol, Washington, 
D.C. I say “of reasonable length” because at one hearing when I 
announced the record would be open, a man submitted 150 pages of 
material which he had gathered together over sometime. I just didn’t 
really feel that we could take it all, but within reason we will try to 

accommodate everybody in that respect. 

Senator Jackson. The last witness on housing is Mr. W. B. 
Scherling. 
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qn 
or 


STATEMENT OF WALTER B. SCHERLING 


Mr. Scuerrine. Mr. Chairman and committee members, I have a 
prepared statement. here. 

My name is Walter B. Scherling, a resident of Los Alamos County 
for the last 10 years, and I am very much interested in the develop- 
ment of the townsite of White Rock for homeownership. 

I was one of the first people to move into the town of White Rock, 
in August 1949, and lived there until April 1956. I think it is one of 
the ideal locations for housing in the vicinity of Los Alamos. From 
the time the Atomic Energy Commission started to abandon White 
Rock, I have contacted numerous people here at Los Alamos to find 
out their views on homeownership at White Rock and found many 
people in favor of such a project. We did not organize into a working 
organization like the Barranca Mesa group, so we have never really 
had the opportunity to fully present our ideas for ownership at White 
Rock to the Atomic Energy Commission. From my survey there are 
approximately 200 families interested in building at White Rock. 
These people are interested in various types of homes from low price 
to luxury type. If this site were made available, it would go a long 
way toward relieving the housing shortage here at Los Alamos and 
would save the Government additional money. 

The majority of the people I have talked with are not in favor of 
having a private developer take over White Rock. We would rather 
have the Atomic Energy Commission develop the utilities and streets 
the way they did at Barranca Mesa and then offer the land for sale to 
employees at Los Alamos. This site could be developed for less money 
than Barranca Mesa as the terrain is level and the biggest part of the 
existing underground utilities could be used, especially the sewer 
system. The existing sewage plant has never been operated to capa- 
city even when there were some 200 families at White Rock at the 
peak of construction. This plant and the main sewer lines would not 
have to be built, and this is a large cost item in the development of a 
housing project. 

The existing water distribution system is 10-gage steel pipe, coated, 
and may be good for 15 or 20 years, but it would be good engineering 
to replace it with long-life cast iron. The gas distribution system 
would also have to be replaced. Some of the existing streets could be 
used and would only need repair of the existing asphalts. In all, these 
items would cut the cost of improving the land for building sites. 

The majority of the people want to custom build their homes. This 
is another reason we object to a private developer. Most development 
projects are based on about four floor plans, and this does not give a 
person a very good choice of plans. Also, we feel that with the Atomic 
Energy Commission selling this land direct to the people, they would 
be able to buy it for a more reasonable price than from a private de- 
veloper. We feel that in owning our own homes we will be paying 
property taxes to Los Alamos County, thus reducing some of the costs 
to the Government. Thus, people should be allowed to buy the land 
at a reasonable price. 

I would like to submit to you gentlemen my plan for plotting 


this project to make it one of the nicest communities in northern New 
Mexico. 
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As the original townsite of White Rock contained approximately 
100 acres, 40 acres of this could be divided into one-fourth acre plots; 
this would provide 160 homesites. Another 30 acres could be di- 
vided into one-half acre plots for an additional 60 sites. Then on the 
outside edge of this area, the remaining 30 acres on the south could 
be divided into 1-acre plots for 30 more sites. This would make a total 
of 250 sites available for homes. This plan would also allow for ex- 
pansion to the south and east of the original townsite for future 
housing. 

In suggesting the size of the various plots, I have in mind that this 
would provide enough area so that the houses would not have to be 
built too close together, as is usually the practice in housing projects. 

I am one of the many people here at Los Alamos who plan on mak- 
ing New Mexico their permanent home and our fondest wish is to 
again own our own home. 

I hope you gentlemen will give this plan your consideration, and I 
want to thank you for the opportunity of presenting my viewpoint on 
the White Rock project. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Scherling. 

Senator Anderson. 

Chairman Anperson. No questions. 

Senator Jackson. Congressman Bates. 

Representative Bares. No questions. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Bennett. 

Senator Bennerr. Would your plan still leave plenty of room for 
an airport? 

Mr. Scuertrne. Sir, I don’t think so because the way the airstrip 
was surveyed originally it would cut into future housing throughout 
the south area. 

Senator Bennett. Do you think 250 housing sites is the capacity 
of White Rock? 

Mr. Scueriine. No, sir, this was just for the original townsite, 
that we used to have. It just went to the south of the arroyo. 

Senator Bennerr. As I understand your testimony the figure of 250 
houses represents the approximate limit of the present sewage system. 

Mr. Scueruine. Yes, it would. 

Senator Bennett. So if the mesa were developed somebody would 
have to provide all of these facilities from scratch for the rest of 
the mesa. 

Mr. Scuertine. Your laterals would have to be installed and your 
sewage plant would have to be enlarged which is the usual practice. 

Senator Bennett. Is the sewage plant site idle now ? 

Mr. Scueruine. Yes sir. 

Senator Bennett. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Scherling. We appreciate hav- 
ing your statement. 

Senator Anderson. 

Chairman Anperson. Mr. Chairman, the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion under date of November 30, sent a letter dealing with the situa- 
tion of housing at Los Alamos and mentioning the interest in the 
White Rock Area and Barranca Mesa and setting forth the general 
sentiment of the Commission toward it, plus the press release which 


they issued. I would like to ask that this be included in the record 
at this point. . 
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Senator Jackson. Without objection, it will be included in the rec- 
ord at this point. 


(The material referred to follows :) 


U.S. Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION, 


Washington, D.C., November 30, 1959. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 


U.S. Senate. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: There appears to be a definite need for additional 
residential family housing at Los Alamos. Interviews conducted by employers 
(primarily LASL) indicate that for certain people the lack of private housing 
was a factor influencing their decision not to take a position at Los Alamos. 
It has also contributed to the departure from Los Alamos of others. 

During the recent hearings by the Subcommitee on Communities of the JCAE, 
you were advised that in an effort to alleviate this housing shortages the 
Commission was considering a plan to interest private builders in the develop- 
ment of a subdivision at White Rock. This is an area approximately 8 miles 
from Los Alamos, but still within Los Alamos County. 

Interest in the White Rock area as a housing development was recently 
expressed by 250 individuals in response to a survey questionnaire. This is 
numerically a significantly greater interest than was initially expressed in the 
Barranca Mesa subdivision. 

You will recall that Barranca Mesa is an area adjacent to Los Alamos. The 
Commission developed, at Government expense, certain lots in the area. The 
developed lots were then sold, at FHA appraised prices, to project-connected 
personnel for the purpose of privately owned single-family dwellings. Police 
and fire protection are furnished to the extent available with existing facilities 
and personnel, and the children of the residents attend Los Alamos County 
schools. The Commission has stated, however, that it would not provide schools 
on the Barranca Mesa area itself. 

The Barranca Mesa subdivision has been a successful project. Seventy-one 
of the initial 72 lots developed have been sold and 40 homes have either been 
completed or are under construction. Funds for the development of an addi- 
tional 47 lots were authorized and appropriated for fiscal year 1960. There 
appears to be a great demand for these and consequently, our future planning 
includes the development of additional lots at Barranca Mesa. 

In light of the continuing housing shortage at Los Alamos and based in part 
on experience gained from the Barranca Mesa subdivision, a plan was developed 
to provide needed housing at a minimum expenditure by the Government and 
to meet in part the needs and desires of Los Alamos residents for private 
housing. Private housing developers will be invited to submit proposals for 
the development of a 200-lot subdivision in the White Rock area. White Rock 
was the location of a construction camp which has now been removed, but utility 
lines which serviced the construction camp are still available and can be rehabili- 
tated and placed in service for a nominal cost. 

Under this plan the developer would be required, at his own expense, to plan 
for and fully develop 200 lots including, for example, roads, streets, utility dis- 
tribution, collection and disposal systems. (The site would be selected from 
several possible sites within the White Rock area designated by the area manager 
of the AEC Los Alamos area office. The minimum lot area and frontage 
would be specified by AEC.) The plan further contemplates that the developer 
will construct on these lots single-family dwellings for sale or rent to project- 
connected personnel on a first preference basis. At his option the developer 
may also sell lots on a first preference basis to project-connected personnel who 
wish to construct their own homes. The period of the first preference for 
project-connected personnel is 2 months for a house and 6 months for a lot. 
Following these periods the developer may sell to any other person. The builder 
will also be required to provide within the White Rock area a fire-police station, 
constructed in accordance with specifications furnished by the Government. 

It will be required that the subdivision conform in all respects to minimum 
FHA standards and other local codes and covenants. The undeveloped land will 
be offered at a flat price of $25 per acre as an inducement to developers to submit 
proposals. Title to the land to be developed will pass to the builder upon the 
signing of the contract. 

The title deed will limit use of the land to construction of single-family dwell- 
ings and necessary appurtenances such as streets, roads, utilities, as well as 
public parks, playgrounds, and similar facilities normal to a residential com- 
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munity. It will provide that any land used for any other purpose will revert to 
the Government. Additionally, it will provide that all undeveloped land and ail 
unsold lots will revert to the Government in the event the builder fails to com- 
plete his contractual obligations. 

The contract will provide that upon completion, title to roads, streets, etc., 
will be dedicated to Los Alamos County. It will provide that, upon completion 
by builder and acceptance by the area manager, LAAO, title to the various utility 
systems and the fire-police station, as well as appropriate land rights, will be 
vested in the Government. 

The AEC will make available to the subdivision telephone, water, gas, and 
electric service, and will maintain and operate collection and disposal systems, 
Utility service, including collection and disposal, will be guaranteed by the Gov- 
ernment for a period of 55 years or until such date as a particular utility system 
is taken over by an appropriate public or private utility. All utility services 
furnished to White Rock will be at rates comparable to rates in nearby com- 
munities as was done for the Barranca Mesa area. 

It is contemplated that children of residents at White Rock will attend the Los 
Alamos public schools which are currently supported by the State and county 
and AEC contributions. The Government would increase the size of Los Alamos 
schools, as necessary, but will not construct schools in the White Rock area. 

Further, the Government expects to furnish the equipment for and operate a 
police and fire protection system at the level furnished to other residents at Los 
Alamos. The developer will be required, as stated above, to construct a fire- 
police station as part of his subdivision development obligations. 

Proposals for the White Rock development will be evaluated by the area mana- 
ger, LAAO. The responsible developer submitting the proposal which anticipates 
the best subdivision development and improvement will be selected. The invi- 
tation to bid will include a statement of the criteria on which the evaluation will 
be made. 

It is anticipated that invitations will be issued as soon as all administrative 
details of the plan can be incorporated by the Los Alamos Area Office. 

A press release will be issued by the Los Alamos Area Office at 12 noon, e.s.t., 
on December 1, 1959. A copy of this release is enclosed. 

I shall be happy to furnish further information on this matter if you so desire. 

Sincerely yours, 
Rospert E. HOLLINGSWORTH, 
Acting General Manager. 
Enclosure: Press release. 
PRESS RELEASE 


The Atomic Energy Commission has authorized its Los Alamos Area Office 
to proceed with a plan aimed at private development of a 200-lot housing sub- 
division in the White Rock area of Los Alamos County. 

White Rock is an area of comparatively level land about 8 miles east-southeast 
of Los Alamos. It was developed as a temporary community for construction 
workers during the time many new Los Alamos scientific laboratory buildings 
and community residences were being built. In recent years, all buildings at 
White Rock have been removed. 

The White Rock subdivision is planned as a way to obtain needed homes at 
a minimum expenditure by the Government. Utilities are available near the 
western edge of the site, and can be rehabilitated at nominal cost. 

The Los Alamos Area Office will issue invitations to prospective bidders as 
soon as administrative details are completed. Criteria under which bids may 
be submitted will be contained in the invitations. The proposals by bidders 
will be evaluated by the Los Alamos Area Office. 

Land will be sold to the successful bidder at $25 an acre, and he will have a 
choice among several locations in the approximately 1,000 acres of land available 
in the White Rock area. 

Among other things the plan contemplates : 

(a) Only single-family houses will be constructed, for sale or rent. Project- 
connected persons (at Los Alamos) will be given the first opportunity to buy or 
rent, but if they have not exercised the opportunity within 2 months after a 
house is completed, it may be sold to anyone but at a price no more favorable 
than previously offered to project-connected persons. 

(b) The developer may sell vacant lots, but these also must first be offered 
to project-connected persons, and must be held for 6 months before sale to others, 


but at prices no more favorable than previously offered to project-connected 
persons. 
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(c) The developer must build a combination fire-police station in the area to 
Fovernment specifications. 

(d@) Homes must be built to maintain FHA and local code requirements. 

(e) If the successful bidder fails to complete his obligations under his con- 
tract, the unsold property will revert to the Government. Also if he uses any 
of the land for any other purpose than single-family dwellings and necessary 
appurtenances such as roads and streets, the land so used will revert to the 
Government. 

(f) The developer would be required to construct all needed utility distribution 
and collection systems. These systems would be turned over to the AEC which 
would operate and maintain them. Utility services will be furnished at pre- 
vailing rates in the area and those services will be guaranteed to the homeowner 
for 55 years or until any particular utility system is taken over by an appro- 
priate public or private utility body. 

(g) Roads and streets in the newly developed area would be dedicated by the 
builder to Los Alamos County. 

Area Manager Paul Wilson of the Los Alamos AEC Office has authority to 
set aside land for development of commercial facilities in the vicinity of the new 
subdivision. Children in the area would attend the Los Alamos public schools. 

It is anticipated that the Government would rehabilitate utility lines and mains 
to the area and furnish fire and police equipment and protection if the sub- 
division is constructed. 


Chairman Anperson. Mr. Robert Kandarian sent a letter dated 
December 1, expressing his interest in the development of property 
at White Rock and saying this might be an ideal location for small 
ranches or items of that nature running from 2 to 10 acres, which 
were mentioned originally by Mr. Wilson. I would like to have per- 
mission to have this letter included in the record at this point. 

Senator Jackson. Without objection, it will be included. 

(The letter referred to follows :) 

Los ALAMOS, N. MEx., December 1, 1959. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Courthouse, 
Albuquerque, N. Mea. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: When the latest survey was taken to determine 
the interest of Los Alamos residents in White Rock as a possible site for a 
private housing development, I became very interested. I saw that here is a 
location which can provide a type of development impossible in places like 
Barranca Mesa. The small ranch would probably best describe what I have in 
mind. Improvements would consist of water, gas, electricity, septic tank, and 
oiled dirt road. The lots would range in size from 2 to 10 acres, zoned to include 
small gardens and orchards and some animals such as horses. 


It is not my intention that the entire area be developed in this manner, but 
perhaps a block of two or three hundred acres. 

At the time of the survey I found, without looking very far, about 40 people 
who share my interest in this idea. Representing these people, I submitted 
a request to AEC area headquarters that this type of a development be con- 
sidered. It would undoubtedly attract many of the families who now keep horses 
here on the hill as well as others who would like to be slightly removed from 
their neighbors. 


I would like to attend the meeting on December 7 and 8 at the civic auditorium 
to present more fully the details of this plan and receive any comments or 
answer any questions you may have. 


Yours truly, 
ROBERT KANDARIAN. 


Chairman Anperson. Mr. Kandarian said he would like to testify. 
I wonder if he is here. Perhaps if he would let these people know, 
we might have time for a brief statement. 

We have a letter from Mr. D. C. Winburn, dated December 3, asking 
permission to testify on the question of housing. He also had a ques- 
49176—60-—_5 
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tion about the cemetery at Los Alamos. I wonder, Mr. Chairman, if 
you would like to have this letter for the record and see if Mr. Winburn 
is here. 

Senator Jackson. Are Mr. Kandarian and Mr. Winburn here? 

Chairman Anprrson, While he is coming up, Mr. Chairman, Mr. 
Lowery and some associates sent a petition with reference to mobile 
homes and getting some information on it. This was signed by a great 
many people and it is in addition to Mr. Lowery’s statement which he 
made very brief and we appreciate it. I would like to ask that this 
previous statement of September 9 with the names of the petitioners 
be included in the record at this point. 

Senator Jackson. I presume it might be well to have it follow his 
statement. 

Chairman AnperRson. Following his statement, yes. 

Senator JAcKson. And act as a supplemental statement to his pres- 
entation here this morning. (See p. 53.) 

Do you desire Mr. Winburn’s letter in the record, too? 

Chairman Anperson. Yes, I do. 


STATEMENT OF D. C. WINBURN 


Mr. Wrnsvrn. All right,sir. My name is D.C. Winburn. I work 
for the University of California. I have lived in Los Alamos for 
14 years. I am a past county commissioner. In fact, I was on the 
commission when the committee held its last hearing in 1955. I am 
presently chairman of the local county commission’s committee on 
private housing at Los Alamos. I live at 348 Andanada. I have 


lived there for 2 months on Barranca Mesa and I just want to express 
my personal pleasure in being able to build my own home and live 
under conditions of private ownership. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to thank those who have 
helped in the development of the Barranca Mesa community. As 
Senator Anderson will remember, the first member that testified at 
our last hearing in 1955 was the chairman of a committee appointed 
by the county commission to give testimony on behalf of the county 
commissioners from information received from various sessions that 
they had. At that time it was suggested by Mr. Joe Lemmons, who 
was chairman of that committee, that a plot of land be set aside for 
such a development. I wish to thank him and his committee for the 
time and energy spent in going through the various pages and files of 
testimony. 

Also I would like to thank Senator Agnew, our State Senator, for 
supporting the program and many other people, although it would 
take too long to mention them at this time. Also those who led in the 
formation of the homeowners’ association. This was an optimists’ 
association, naming it the Homeowners’ Association with only the 
possibility of owning their homes. 

Also I would like to thank our representatives, the late Governor, 
and Representative Dempsey and Senator Anderson for their con- 
tinued support of the development here at Los Alamos, particularly 
seeing that the lands were given to the AEC for disposal purposes. 
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I have lived, as I said, for 2 months at Barranca Mesa and the 
contacts that I have had with the local AEC representatives have been 
very favorable. I would like to commend the local office for securing 
the services of an experienced man such as Mr. John La Monica to help 
coordinate it. He has been most helpful and active in the program. 
I also would answer any questions that the subcommittee members 
might have on my experience in having built my home at Los Alamos 
concerning financing and construction and so on. I think some time 
this week the bank and I will own a home at Los Alamos. 
(Mr. Winburn’s letter follows :) 


Los ALAMOS, N. Mex., December 3, 1959. 
The Honorable CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
UWS. Senator, 
Federal Building, Albuquerque, N. Mec. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This is to apply for permission to testify at the 
hearing of the subcommittee of the Joint Committee for Atomic Energy, to be 
held in Los Alamos on December 7 and 8. 

I have been living at my new home on Barranca Mesa for 2 months. As an 
early supporter of such a development as Barranca Mesa, I would like to thank 
those responsible for making it a reality. Needless to say, I would like to see 
the development continue. My testimony would be brief but I would gladly 
answer any questions you or the other members of the hearing committee may 
have about construction of residences on Barranca Mesa. 

Also, I plan to ask the question: “What is the status of the cemetery for 


Los Alamos, and why is it taking so long to finalize an agreement between AEC 
and our local government?” 


These are the only two subjects I will testify about. 

It will be a pleasure to visit with you again if we have the opportunity. If 
you and your colleagues would like to visit our home on the mesa, the latch- 
string is out for you. 

Sincerely, 
D. C. WINBURN. 

Chairman Anperson. Mr. Winburn, since you mentioned not only 
the testimony the county commissioners gave, but the fact that Senator 
Agnew had made a statement, you might be interested in what he 

said at that time, which is now 4 years ago. Hesaid, 


I would advocate and [ think many people would, the opening up of an area 
with the Government paying for the initial installation of the facilities and from 
then on having these people assessed on the basis of their property value and 
the amount they had put into it contributed toward their share of running the 


community. 

I believe the Government did put in the facilities and it was worked 
out that way. Are you satisfied with the Barranca Mesa development ¢ 

Mr. Wixzsurn. Iam completely satisfied. 

Chairman Anperson. I am glad to hear you say that because it 
looked a little bit hazardous at the time and a great many a 
thought there wouldn’t be homes built up there. As I said earlier, } 
am highly pleased this morning with the appearance of it and I am 
glad to have your statement asa ‘property owner there. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. We appreciate your 
comments. 

We will recess now and resume at 2 p.m., when we will take up com- 
mercial leases, followed by the airstrip problem and after that other 
Witnesses not previously scheduled on the agenda. 
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(Whereupon the hearing recessed at 12:30 p.m.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The Subcommittee on Communities continued its meeting, pursuant 
to call, at 2 p.m., in the Civic Auditorium, Los Alamos, N. Mex., Hon- 
orable Henry M. Jackson (acting chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present were: Senators Clinton P. Anderson (chairman of the full 
committee), Henry M. Jackson (presiding), and Wallace F. Bennett; 
manne William H. Bates. 

Also present: James T. Ramey, Executive Director, David R. Toll, 
Staff Counsel, and Edith Jack, staff reporter, Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

Representatives of the Atomic Energy Commission Headquarters, 
Germantown, Md.: Messrs. Richard K. Donovan and George J. Keto. 

Representative of the Los Alamos area office: Paul A. Wilson, Area 
Manager. 

Witnesses: Commercial leases: Norman R. Rosen, president, Los 
Alamos Merchants Association; Maxwell Ewing, public relations 
counselor for the Los Alamos Merchants’ Association; Joseph L. 
Pullano; F. C. Cranston; Marvin Miller, propriator of the DeLuxe 
Barber Shop; Edward Cosgrove, executive vice president, Barber’s 
Supermarket; Daniel Elliott, owner, Los Alamos Photo Shop; R. O. 
Draggon of Draggon Drugs; Stanley Kaufman, proprietor of Gate 
Drive-In. 

Public use of airstrip: Dr. Joseph J. Devaney, president, Los Ala- 
mos Aeronautical Association; Dr. Jasper A. Jackson, Los Alamos 
Aeronautical Association; Maj. William H. Lane. CAP commander, 
Los Alamos Squadron; Joseph A. Leary; Leon B. Engle; Jay E. 
Hammel; Ted R. Morgan. 

Representatives of the Federal Aviation Agency: William T. Love- 
lace, Albuquerque, N. Mex.; C. W. Carmody, Chief of Airspace Utili- 
zation Division, Washington, D.C.; Sidney J. Schneider, Office of 
General Counsel Washington, D.C. 

Additional witnesses: Edwin Stockly, Robert Kandarian, Mrs. 
Thomas Wimett, Benjamin Moore. 

Senator Jackson. The subcommittee will come to order. 

As indicated this morning, we will start this afternoon on the 
subject of commercial leases. 

It is the hope of the committee that we can finish today in hearing 
the witnesses, but we have no desire to rush anyone. We do, however, 
want to avoid repetitious testimony. Therefore, if you have anything 
that would tend to corroborate statements previously made, I think it 
would be helpful if you would submit those statements for the record 
and try to confine the testimony to matters not covered previously in 
the course of the hearings. 

QOur first witness this afternoon is Mr. Norman Rosen. Mr. Rosen, 
do you have a prepared statement 4 
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STATEMENT OF NORMAN ROSEN, PRESIDENT, LOS ALAMOS MER- 
CHANTS ASSOCIATION, AND PRESIDENT, ATLAS BEVERAGE 
CORP. 


Mr. Rosen. Yes, I will read from my prepared statement, of which 
you have a copy. 

Gentlemen of the committee, I am Norman Rosen, president of the 
Los Alamos Merchants Association and president of Atlas Beverage 
Corp., a retail package store here in Los Alamos. 

I would like to speak first in my capacity as president of the 
merchants association. On behalf of the association, I want to express 
our gratitude for the time the committee has set aside to listen to our 
appraisal of the small businessman’s economic position. I assure you 
we will be as brief as possible. 

We are aware that Los Alamos exists solely because of its important 
contribution to the atomic energy program of our country. We are 
also aware and appreciate the community's dedication to this respon- 
sible effort. Although it is a Government-owned and controlled town, 
it has in many ways been given the stature, character, and responsibil- 
ities of a city of similar size without any relinquishment of authority 
by Government policymakers. Los Alamos, like any other community 
of its size, has its social, ec onomic, and other problems which can only 
be solved at the local level. It is doubtful that the best interests of 
any community can be served by absentee policy decisions. 

There is no quarrel on the part of the members of the merchants 
association with local management. They have explained and we 
understand that they are carrying out policies set by higher echelons 
of authority. There is, however, a quarrel with policy from whatever 
source that prevents a businessman to realize a fair return on his 
investment and allows no point of negotiation for remedial action. 

Primarily the low return from business and the source of several 
business casualties results from an inflated rent structure and the 
inability or unwillingness of the AEC to make corrections. 

Please don’t misunderstand me. Even though the commercial facil- 
ities here were built for the convenience of project-connected person- 
nel, the Los anes merchants are not seeking a Government subsidy. 
If that was true, I don’t imagine that any of us would be seeking profit 
in private enterprise. What we have been and are presently seeking 
is some means of bringing our rent structure in line with the average 
that similar businesses enjoy nationally. 

As the committee knows, a hearing was held here in 1955 by the late 
Congressman John J. Dempsey w hich resulted in Public Law 722. 
The business community was heartened by this effort on their behalf 
believing that it opened the way to readjustment of existing contracts 
on a fair and equitable basis. It is understatement to say that we were 
disappointed from the experience resulting from AEC’s interpretation 
which made Public Law 722 applicable only to expiring contracts. 
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Most of the testimony given during Congressman Dempsey’s investi- 
gation of the business community is still valid. We are still faced 
with the AEC philosophy of the best financial return to the Govern- 
ment and the injection of unfair competition through an unrealistic 
leasing system and contractual restrictions. 

In all fairness I must admit that some of the restrictive clauses have 
been deleted from contracts presently being upwarded, but those of us 
who have been in business here for some time have not had these 
detrimental clauses removed from our contracts. AEC’s explanation 
of this, and I quote, is that— 
no official of the Government has the authority to give away or surrender any 
right vested in or acquired by the Government under contract. 

This is based on a decision by the Comptroller General dated Novem- 
ber 1, 1954, No. B-121626. 

We believe that there must be some equally pertinent decisions by 
some other department of the Government which overrules the Comp- 
troller General without necessitating action of the legislative branch. 

Further, we are still of the opinion that. the intent of Public Law 
722 was to provide immediate relief through contract negotiations, 
both existing and expiring. 

Last summer the merchants association engaged Maxwell Ewing, 
a qualified public relations counselor, to analyze our position in the 
community. After researching the situation at many levels, Mr. 
Ewing submitted a report which we believe to be completely objective. 
This is quite a lengthy document and I will not labor the committee 
with reading it. However, we would appreciate your acceptance of 
it as a part of the record. 

Senator Jackson. How long is the report? 

Mr. Rosen. It is one like Senator Anderson mentioned—about 150 
pages. 

Senator Jackson. Suppose we file this with the committee as an 
exhibit. I don’t think you would want it incorporated as a part of 
the hearing. If you have a summary of it, we could place that in the 
official record. 

Mr. Rosen. Whatever you gentlemen wish to do. 

Senator Jackson. If there is no objection, the complete analysis that 
you are submitting will be filed with the committee as an exhibit. If 
you have asummary of this analysis, that can be included in the record 
at the conclusion of vour statement. 

Mr. Rosen. Thank you, sir. We do not have a summary but we 
would be happy to supply one. 

Another document which we would like to be part of the record is a 
letter from Lewis F. Langfeld, president of the New Mexico Book Co. 
a firm which recently went out of business here in Los Alamos. The 
letter is quite long, Senator. It is addressed to Mrs. Peggy Corbett, 
the Los Alamos bureau chief for the Santa Fe New Mexican and was 
in response to her query as to why the business failed. Mrs. Corbett 
has informed me that she was unable to corroborate the statement that 
the local library had promised their business. The person who was 
librarian at that time is deceased and no member of the library board 
has knowledge of such an arrangement. We feel that this letter sup- 
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plements the information in the report “Analysis of Retail Merchan- 
dising in Los Alamos.” 
(The letter referred to follows :) 


New Mexico Boox Co., 
Nowember 21, 1959. 


DeaR Mrs. Corsetr: You have asked me why the New Mexico Book Co. is 
leaving Los Alamos after 3 years. I'll tell you, perhaps too frankly, but at least 
in complete honesty. 

I guess we are a strangely old-fashioned institution. Our roots go back to the 
West of 1848 and 1850, Harold’s all the way back to the 1500’s in New Mexico. 
We still operate on much the same basic principles as our families did in those 
simpler days. 

When the call went out for a bookstore for Los Alamos, we answered it for 
rather uncommercial reasons. As the largest bookstore in New Mexico—in fact 
on the whole eastern slope of the Rockies—we felt we owed an obligation to 
the people of the State that had supported us for so many years and that those 
people in turn—in fact all of us everywhere—owed more than we could ever 
repay to the scientists of Los Alamos. So we opened in Los Alamos, despite the 
fact that the town’s population, even considering its literacy level, was far, far 
below what we would normally consider. This is no hogwash; we have never 
opened a store in an area of less than 200,000 people and wouldn’t consider a real 
bookstore like Bob’s justified in an area of less than 100,000, so limited in clientele 
is the book business nowadays. Although it sounds silly when written down, we 
opened in Los Alamos because we thought it our duty to do so when no one 
else would. The townspeople wanted a bookstore vocally and badly. No one 
would heed them because little or no return was possible on the investment; 
so we did. Maybe other people don’t do things for noncommercial reasons. 
Maybe we won't again. Certainly I know of no other group of people to whom we 
Americans Owe so much; perhaps therefore we will never feel equally obligated 
again. 

We felt that if we could break even in Los Alamos we would be satisfied. We 
didn’t expect to make anything in such a small trading area with none of the 
back country to draw on that real towns have. Like any normal business, 
though, we couldn't afford to lose much, either. 

We estimated business at about $30,000 a year, with the rest going elsewhere 
because of previous connections made bv the townspeople. (Incidentally, we 
were very close to accurate in our estimate.) No bookstore taking in that little 
can survive nowadays unless it is run as a half hobby by an owner working 
12 or more hours a day 6 days a week and at least half of Sunday, as too many 
bookstores are nowadays. 

What convinced us we could afford to come was the promise from the local 
public library of $20,000 worth of their business a year. With that, plus the 
$30,000, we could make it. We came. 

We were lucky to get Bob Berg, probably the most experienced bookman in 
New Mexico, to run the store. We took the space that was allocated at the 
rent that was set, spent a great deal on building fixtures and on putting in as 
complete a stock as we could squeeze into too small a space, and started. 

After a year, when the time came to renew the lease for 4 years or not at all, 
it was obvious that the library had no intention of giving us any of that $20,000 
worth of business at all. (I won’t raise the question of whether they ever had 
had any such intention because no one knows the answer for sure, and my opinion 
is biased.) The nice people of the town had been wonderful about supporting 
Bob and the store. Bob was working inhuman hours (a bookman’s work doesn’t 
stop when the store is closed), but the shop was losing money seriously. We 
were willing to subsidize the Los Alamos operation a little: we couldn’t afford 
to subsidize it as massively as we were having to. Unfortunately, we are not 
a tax-supported institution; we are supposed to be a money-grubbing business. 
We were willing to show no return on our investment, but not a loss. Certainly 
not the size of loss that was inevitable without the library business. 

We consequently did not take up the option on our lease and announced that 
we were pulling out. The roar of protest from the nice people of Los Alamos was 
so overwhelming that we were aghast. We were blamed personally for being 
unwilling to continue to pour our money into providing a book service for the 
town. What could we say? We couldn't tell the truth and still be polite. Tell 
them that the library had let us down completely? One doesn’t “attack” public 
libraries. Tell them that we, not the Government, were subsidizing the store, 
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more massively than anyone should rightly be asked to afford, in order to pro- 
vide a book service for Los Alamos? No one would have believed us, because 
modern businesses just don’t do things like that. 

We therefore continued to subsidize the store for 2 years more, while we 
played around with the most preposterous store-rental system the world can 
ever have seen, trying to get a bigger and better location and see if that wouldn't 
produce at least a break even. Meanwhile Bob was working himself to, and 
past, a physical breakdown, trying to keep the store from losing too much. 

Whoever invented the Los Alamos leasing system? In the name of public 
welfare, an absolute and unbreakable monopoly has created an unnecessary and 
artificial scarcity and forces the small businessman to the wall by making him 
pay exorbitant prices through a system of bidding in which the least astute 
always wins (if he happens to be the “lucky” too-high bidder). This is not the 
place to discuss political economics, but the Los Alamos setup is exactly akin to 
the practices of the last century that finally produced needed antitrust legisla- 
tion. Bidding for Government contracts works when the stakes are huge, the 
contract is enormous and enormously profitable, prices can be jacked up to take 
eare of the paperwork and nuisance and extra costs, and the competition is non- 
existent or negligible or known in advance. But bidding for retail space in a con- 
dition of artificially created scarcity in this day of high retail operating costs is 
simply absurd for a low-profit business like the book business where prices are 
fixed nationally and customers can and do buy the same goods from afar at 
exactly the same cost (or less, as will later appear). Even a high-profit-margin 
business that can raise its prices to compensate is bound to have trouble. One 
can only come to the conclusion that the only smart small businessman is the 
one who stays out of Los Alamos, as we should have done. 

Fortunately, our investment in now-useless fixtures is not as great as that of 
most Los Alamos merchants. We at least can afford to get out. We will never 
make up the loss, but that is our problem. We can never replace Bob’s health, 
but he’s philosophical about that. He is rightly proud that he got the store to 
the point where it made a $6 profit one month and only lost $30 or so a couple 
of others, but he nearly killed himself doing it, alone as he had to be, to keep the 
costs down. 

The one thing that really hurts is to have to leave all the wonderful people 
who have been so good to Bob and us, the ones who did their level best to buy 
more books than they needed just to help support Bob. They are the reason we 
stayed. As I agreed the other evening, Bob and we will be glad to put ona 
Book Fair at Los Alamos twice a year for the benefit of the Opera Guild. 
That’s the least we can do for a group of wonderful people who have tried so 
hard to help Bob and us. 

The final straw, as you know, came a few weeks ago. Bob's health was pre- 
carious, but he was holding out in hope that some miracle might happen to 
produce a suitable space at a suitable rent. In view of the 19th century condi- 
tion I have mentioned above, such a miracle is of course impossible. Mo- 
nopolies don’t permit of arrangements that are sound business for their custom- 
ers unless they are forced to be reasonable by higher authority. In the case 
of Los Alamos, who is the higher authority? In any other town we would pay 
$35 to $50 instead of $162.50 (plus) for our present space, and $75 to $100 for 
the triple-size space the operation actually requires and warrants. 

A few weeks ago, the library advertised, through the bulletin that goes to 
everyone, that it could and would supply any book anyone wanted, through its 
own wholesaler, at a 10 to 15 percent discount from retail price. We simply 
cannot compete with that, even if we were allowed to, which we are not. 

Frankly, if it isn’t actually illegal, it’s mighty unethical. 

The fair-trade laws provide that books be sold to consumers at full price. 
We must observe those laws or we cannot get shipments. (As a matter of fact, 
no one has ever successfully for long sold cut-rate books in a store; the margin 
isn’t great enough. Book wholesalers are supposedly not permitted to sell directly 
to consumers at a discount, except, it seems, in the case of Los Alamos.) 

This letter, I know, is far too long. I could really sum it up in a few words. 

We are terribly grateful to the people of Los Alamos. Bob will work quietly 
for us elsewhere and have time to recover his health. We can no longer afford 
to subsidize a book service for Los Alamos: we never really could afford to. We 
don’t make that much money in the book business nowadays. It isn’t fair for the 
kids in Albuquerque to ask them to work overhard any longer just to make up 
for the Los Alamos losses. And we cannot afford to compete with a discount 
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house that has official status and whose operating expenses are paid by the 
taxpayers. 

I frankly cannot see how many of the other local merchants can afford to 
remain in a community that, as a matter of official policy, and to the deliberate 
if unintentional detriment of local smaller businessmen, violates both the anti- 
trust policies and the fair trade policies that the very Government that runs the 
town is supposed to uphold and enforce. 

No, I am not a political nut. I am a simple businessman who usually has the 
sense to keep his mouth shut. Unfortunately today the conditions of retail 
business are tight and are based on observation of the basic business rules of the 
land. When those rules aren’t followed by one side, there is no leeway for 
the other tosurvive. We should have left Los Alamos long ago. 

Sincerely, 
Lewis F. LENGFELD, 
President. 

Mr. Rosen. To conserve the committee's time we have asked a rep- 
resentative cross section of our membership to testify. I believe that 
the committee is in receipt of their prepared testimony which is quite 
brief. ‘Those wishing to be heard by the committee are: Marvin Mil- 
ler, DeLuxe Barbers, W illiam Hall of Hall’s Shoe Store; J. L. Grimes 
of Taichert’s, Edward C osgrove of Barber’s Supermarket; Dan Elli- 
ott of Los Alamos Photo; R. O. Draggon of Draggon Drugs, and 
myself. 

‘Leo J. Metzger, who had planned to fly in from California for this 
meeting, is ill and unable to be here. However, he said in his tele- 
gram ‘he would forward his testimony to the committee in 
Washington. 

Mr. William Hall of Hall’s Shoe Store unfortunately has had to 

take his son to the hospital for major surgery this morning. He has 


submitted his testimony and would like it made part of the record. 
(Mr. Hall’s statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM HALL 


Senator Anderson and members of the committee, I am Bill Hall, owner of 
Hall’s Shoe Store. I went into business in Los Alamos in 1947, one of the first 
merchants on the hill. I would like to point out to the committee some of the 
inequities of the system of leasing space to the highest bidder. 

Located in the same building with me is another shoestore, the business of a 
friendly competitor who has been in business up here for quite a while and who 
previously occupied a smaller space, and when a vacancy occurred he bid and 
was awarded the lease for a larger store. I am paying an annual square footage 
rent of $3.24 and he is paying $2.64. I think that you will admit it puts me in 
just a little different competitive position. 

Of course, I, too, could have bid on this space, but I felt it was economically 
unsound to create a situation which would require an investment of upward to 
$20,000. As you can see from my profit-and-loss statement, there is no evidence 
that would justify such an investment. 

Like all of the other merchants up here I have the opportunity to change to 
a flat rental basis. I am now on a 6-percent percentage of gross lease. I am 
hesitant to go to a flat rent lease because my long years in business reflect a lot of 
peak years. As everyone in business here knows, these are false peaks created 
by a temporary increase in personnel. But, even so, the AEC uses the best 
years you have experienced plus projecting normal business increases into their 
computation of what they will accept, as they say, a fair return to the Govern- 
ment based on the experience of the business. 

As you can see from the expense comparison sheet the national average for 
Stores like mine runs 4.2 percent; my occupancy cost is 7.7 percent. ‘This 3.5 
percent difference over which I have no control would have erased the 3.1 per- 
cent loss my store suffered last year. 

I do not see anything wrong with a merchant’s sitting down with his landlord 
and trying to correct the one major item which is preventing a normally ac- 
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cepted profit from his business. I sincerely hope that this committee can help 
establish a policy which will allow us to do that. 


Mr. Rosen. Mr. Grimes of Taichert’s telephoned me at noon and 
asked that I apologize to you gentlemen for his not being able to be 
here. His reason is pressure of business prevents his appearing, but 
he said he would forward his testimony to you. 

(Mr. Grimes’ statement follows :) 


STATEMENT OF JOHN L. GRIMES. 


It is my intention to be present at the hearing relative to the present com- 
mercial leases in Los Alamos, on December 7, Should anything prevent me from 
being there, and I may have to be out of the area, I wanted to correct several 
of the statements that I understand have been placed in the brochure relative 
to our business in Los Alamos. I was not furnished a brochure. 

While I am desirous of a reduction in rent (what tenant isn't), in view of 
the poor profit picture the last several years, several of the statements in the 
brochure are not exactly factual. 

We increased our working capital in the Los Alamos store in an effort to 
recapture some of the lost volume, not because your office requested it. We 
are limited to the type goods sold in the Los Alamos store only to the extent 
of confining our selection to that which we sell in the Santa Fe store, or that 
which is similar to merchandise sold by F. W. Woolworth Co. The fixtures 
that we added to the store in the improvements we made in 1957 at the time the 
lease was renewed fell into two categories, those attached to the original coun- 
ters, which became the property of the Government, because all the original 
fixtures were in that category, and those fixtures which were new. The new 
fixtures which we added are our property. 

It is my opinion that the real problem facing us in Los Alamos is, ““‘What can 
we as merchants do to hold the business that we all know is in Los Alamos, that 
is going from 30 to 100 miles away.” Unless we are able to earn the buying 
confidence of the residents of Los Alamos, and sell them the volume of goods 
that we know they are buying somewhere, I do not think anything else will be 
the answer in total to diminished profits, or the losses of recent years. As you 
know, I did not enjoy the better years of business in Los Alamos, and have had 
only the recent ones to appraise. I will be glad to work with any group in Los 
Alamos at any time in any attempt to recapture the business that is going else- 
where, in any sound, organized approach to this real problem. 


Senator Jackson. In accordance with the agreement of the com- 
mittee this morning, statements will be accepted for the record up until 
2 weeks after the conclusion of the hearing. 

Mr. Rosen. This is our understanding. 

I believe all of these gentlemen have included or have with them 
a copy of their 1958 profit and loss statements. It is our wish and 
request that the committee consider these profit and loss reports 
privileged information since public disclosure in their entirety might 
tend to put a businessman in an untenable position with his competi- 
tors. It is also my understanding that a financial comparison sheet 
is incorporated in their testimony. These national averages were 
taken from Dun & Bradstreet’s “Operating Ratios” and “Expenses in 
Retail Businesses” prepared by the mechants service department of 
National Cash Register Co. A copy of each is included with this 
statement. 

This concludes my remarks for the Merchants Association. If the 
committee has any questions I will be glad to attempt to answer 
them. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Rosen, how many members do you have in the 
association—roughly ? 

Mr. Rosen. Twenty-four to twenty-five. 
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Senator Jackson. Of that number how many of them would you 
say are satisfied with their rental arrangements or lease arrangements 
and how many are not ? 

Mr. Rosen. I believe that the majority are not, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Majority of your association. How many other 
firms doing business here are not members of the association, or do 
you represent all of them ? 

Mr. Rosen. No; I donot, sir. In the last figures I believe there were 
35 businessmen, of which 24 are members of our association. 

Senator Jackson. Thirty-five commercial leases—— 

Mr. Rosen. Commercial leases of the type that my people repre- 
sent. These are percentage leases and what we call “downstairs leases.” 
There are two types of leases. 

Senator Jackson. Do you have a minimum rental and percentage 
lease ? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. In that category would you say the majority of 
the leaseholders are dissatisfied ? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes; I would. 

Senator Jackson. Suppose you had your lease here with a private 
realty company, would you be able to get an adjustment and have your 
lease changed ? 

Mr. Rosen. I believe that 

Senator Jackson. Assuming you are a responsible lessee. We have 
this problem at Richland and other places, too, you know, so I am not 
speaking here without sympathetic understanding of the problem. I 
have the impression that most landlords hold the lessee to the lease. 
During periods of economic recession they might make some adjust- 
ments, but if the lessee is a responsible person ‘they more or less hold 
him to it because the reverse is not true. If it turns out to be a better 
deal for the lessee than previously anticipated, the lessor cannot come 
in and make an adjustment, as much as he would like to do so. This 
is especially true of a lot of those people who have had these monthly 
rentals without a percentage clause and who got hooked by inflation. 

Mr. Rosen. My experience in leasing has been—and this is just for 
background—is that I have worked for a firm that had 10 retail jew- 
elry stores. I was their manager and handled a lot of leases—not a 
lot. Iam just a small businessman, but whenever we got in an un- 
tenable position we had a landlord and tenant relationship that we 
could go in and discuss it. If we could prove our case, we were then 
shown either some relief or some adjustment. We don’t have that 
relationship here, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Anderson. 

Chairman AnpEerson. How much space do you occupy ? 

Mr. Rosen. Are you speaking of my own store, sir? 

Chairman ANperson. Yes. 

Mr. Rosen. I occupy 2,900 square feet. 

Chairman ANperson. Do you feel the rent you pay for that here is 
more than you would pay in a city of comparable size elsewhere ? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir. 

Chairman ANpERson. How much more—in relative figures? I do 
not mean dollars and cents. Are you paying twice or three times what 
you think the normal rent might be ? 
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Mr. Rosen. Speaking of my own business, sir, I feel I am paying 
an average—may I just read this? 

Chairman ANperson. Sure. 

Mr. Rosen. In my business in 1952 we paid $11.87 per square foot; 
in 1953, $12.74; in 1954, $12.75; in 1955, $12.89; in 1956, $12.60; in 
1957, $13.66; and in 1958, $13.47. In answer to your question, I would 
say that I would like to own that building and get those rents. 

Chairman Anperson. Has your association m: ade any relative stud- 
ies as to what is fair; what a comparable rent would be for such an 
area and such a volume of business? It may be that you do an excep- 
tional volume of business and therefore it might take a higher rental. 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir; if I may read from this “Expense Compari- 
son” form that was prepared by Mr. Ewing. The source of the na- 

tional average figures was the Dun & Bradstreet report of 1958. That 

would be found in section II and I believe my store is the first one 
only because it is in alphabetical order. The occupancy cost for a 
store doing a comparable volume to the store I have—the national 
average is 2.9. This is percentage, sir. The occupancy cost of my 
store for the 1958 period was 13.7, which is about 6 times the national 
average, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. I probably didn’t ask my question in the 
fashion I should have, Mr. Rosen. 

On volume of business for that location would you say that the fig- 
ures you have seen and the figures they have developed w vould indicate 
that that rent is out of line? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. What I am trying to get at is this. I might 
have a store located at the corner of 10th and Colorado in Albuquer- 
que that wouldn’t do quite as much business as one on the corner of 
Sixth and Central even though the square footage was the same. The 
volume of business done at Sixth and Central would be far greater 
than what would be done at 10th and Colorado. Taking into con- 
sideration the volume of trade, do you still feel your rent is out of 
line? 

Mr. Rosen. I feel, sir, that my rent not only is out of line—and 
I am going to be a wee bit emphatic—I think it is astronomical. 

Chairman Anperson. I am on the Space Committee so when you 
get into things astronautical I resign to another member of the com- 
mittee. 

Senator Jackson. Congressman Bates. 

Representative Barres. What is the length of these leases? 

Mr. Rosen. 10 years usually, sir. 

Representative Barres. Do you have an escalator clause on the part 
of the Government? 

Mr. Rosen. No, sir. 

Representative Bares. Why do you have all of this difficulty ? 

Mr. Rosen. This was done by bid, sir. Speaking for myself, I bid 
on the gross sales—percentage of the gross sales with a guaranteed 
minimum per month. 

Xepresentative Bares. What are all of these figures you gave us 
on cost per square feet that varied each year predicated upon? 

Mr. Rosen. Upon sales. 

Representative Barres. That was your original agreement. 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir, and 
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Representative Bares. How much longer do you have to go? 
Mr. Rosen. 2 years, sir. 
Representative Bares. You have 2 more years to go. How do your 
prices compare with the ones in Albuquerque and Santa Fe? 

Mr. Rosen. New Mexico is a fair-trade State. All prices are set 
by the State liquor division. 

Representative Bares. So people won’t be going down there to 
get a better buy of your product ? 

Mr. Rosen. No, sir. 

Representative Bares. Do you havea wide assortment ? 

Mr. Rosen. I think—and I say this in humility—that we have the 
largest assortment of any packaged liquor store in the State of New 
Mexico. 

Representative Bares. You are one of the merchants who do not 
lose sales to Santa Fe and Albuquerque ? 

Mr. Rosen. You have your answer. We are not doing the business 
that should be done. 

Representative Bares. If you have a fair trade price and you are 
located here, why would people buy this in Albuquerque or Santa Fe? 

Mr. Rosen. I will answer that, sir. New Mexico is a fair trade 
State and the law is supposed to be enforced. We are in no position 
in our operation to cut. prices. It is against the law. We don’t break 
the law. However, other people—and I can see it—do cut the prices. 
One instance of cut prices is the Government operates a liquor store in 
Los Alamos. They don’t charge the 2-percent sales tax. We have 
to charge the sales tax because of our rent structure. Another thing 
is the close proximity of Los Alamos to Juarez, Mexico. ‘There is a 
term here called “rum runs”, which no one is more cognizant than 
I am. 

This is buying tax-free whiskey across the border and bringing it 
back here—which I think I would do too if I were not in the liquor 
business. 

Another thing is the close proximity of the State of Colorado where 
the fair trade prices are lower than the prices here and people in Los 
Alamos take advantage of these things for which I certainly cannot 
blame them. 

Representative Barres. Somebody asked me one time if I thought I 
was in the wrong business. I want to ask you that same question. 

Mr. Rosen. I have known this for 8 years, sir. I am in the wrong 
place with the wrong business. 

Representative Bares. On the same sort of an arrangement you get 
now, do you intend to ask for an extension of your lease? 

Mr. Rosen Absolutely not. 

Representativ e Bares. You donot. 

Mr. Rosen. I can’t afford to. 

Representative Bares. How many employees do you have? 

Mr. Rosen. I have six employees. 

Representative Bates. That is all. 

Chairman Anperson. I want to bring you one ray of sunshine, Mr. 
Rosen. If you had to build your business on people with the personal 
habits of Congressman Bates you would surely go broke. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Ramey wanted to ask a question. 

Mr. Ramey. Do you think it would be desirable in your standard 
form lease agreements to have a clause permitting the Government 
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to make an equitable adjustment in rents in hardship cases up or 
down on these 10-year leases so that when circumstances do change 
radically something could be done about the rental ? 

Mr. Rosen. I do,sir. I believe that and I make this statement going 
away — my own case because I didn’t think I was going to discuss 
my own at this time. Speaking for all the members of the As- 
sociation and the merchants with whom I have had discussions, I be- 
lieve that this would be right. 

Senator Jackson. In other words they would be willing if the eco- 
nomic situation changed for the Government to raise rents if it found 
it necessary to do so as well as to lower them. 

Mr. Rosen. We have been told this emphatically by the Govern- 
ment when we have gone in to talk about our contracts. We have al- 
ways been told, “You know we can raise your rents. You keep talk- 
ing about lowering the rents.” We are not against this at all, sir. 

Senator Jackson. I want to get that str aight. Do you mean that 
under existing lease the Government can, in effect, break the lease 
and raise your  rents—modify the lease now ? 

Mr. Rosen. Under the existing contracts—we cannot change our 
existing contracts at all. 

Senator Jackson. You were talking about lowering them. Is it 
your understanding that under your lease, for example, that the Gov- 
ernment can come in and raise your rents ? 

Mr. Rosen. Absolutely, sir—not on my existing contract, no. I am 
confused. I am negotiating a 5-year extension of the existing con- 
tract. The Government has raised the rents of the existing contracts, 
yes sir. 

Senator Jackson. Yes, but that is after they have expired. 

Mr. Rosen. It is the ye: ar before expiration, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. I know, but it is in accordance with the original 
lease. 

Mr. Rosen. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. What I am getting at is that you are not now say- 
ing that the new leases have a provision in them to the effect that the 
Government on notice or in this case, the lessee—notice by either party 
can request that it be renegotiated. That is not in there. It is a firm 
period, isn’t it, for a firm term of years ? 

Mr. Rosen. It is a firm period for a firm term of years. However, 
either party can ask for a change, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Under the new leases? 

Mr. Rosen. This is to the best of my knowledge. 

Senator Jackson. Perhaps we can get this clarified right now. 

Mr. Witson. Under the existing leases there can be no change made 
either up or down. There is no provision in the present leases to go 
either way. We consider the present leases to be firm in both 
directions.* 

Senator Jackson. And the new leases that we provided for under 
the Anderson-Dempsey Act—— 

Mr. Wirson. Yes, upon the expiration of a lease we negotiate with 
the merchant for a 5-year extension and we plan that at the end of that 
5 years we will negotiate for another’ 5-year extension, if the merchant 


has been satisfactory. 


%For comment on cancellation of contract by tenant, see letter dated Dec. 15, 1959, 
from Mr. Paul Wilson to Senator Jackson, p. 153. 
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Senator Jackson. But during the 5-year period can there be a re- 
opening on the part of either the lessor or the lessee ? 

Mr. Wirson. Not during the 5-year term. 

Senator Jackson. So it isa definite term of years? 

Mr. Witson. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. A firm lease? 

Mr. Witson. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. So there is no provision at this time in either the 
old leases or in the new leases that are being extended for any change 
in that policy. 

Mr. Witson. That is correct. It is only at the time when the 
second lease is negotiated that there can be a change. 

Senator Jackson. There is no lease at that point. 

Mr. Witson. That is right. There is no lease and we make a new 
one. 

Senator Jackson. You are negotiating an extension which is, in ef- 
fect, a new lease. 

Representative Bates. What was the purpose of that law? 

Mr. Witson. The purpose of the law was so that we could negotiate 
new contracts with the same people. 

Representative Barres. With the same individual without 

Mr. Witson. Without getting competitive bids. 

Representative Bares. Otherwise—— 

Mr, Witson. Otherwise we would have to get competitive bids. 

Mr. Rosen. May I read from the law? I am sure everyone is 
cognizant of it, but this goes along with our interpretation—the 
merchants and businessmen—when the late Congressman Dempsey 
and Senator Anderson worked on this and they wrote what we 
though a good law. 

[t says, “* * * the Commission is authorized to grant privileges, 
leases and permits upon adjusted terms which are fair and reason- 
able to responsible persons to operate commercial businesses with- 
out advertising and without securing competitive bids.” 

Mr. Ramey. You left out a clause there. 

Mr. Rosen. I am reading it right from here, sir. 

Mr. Ramey. It says 

Mr, Witson. There has been another amendment. 

Mr. Ramey. It says “* * * at the time of the initial grant of any 
privilege, grant, lease or permit or renewal thereof, or in order to 
avoid inequities or undue hardship prior to the sales by the United 
States of property affected by such grant * * *.” 

Mr. Wison. Jim, he is reading from the law as originally set up 
in 722. Since then there has been an amendment which came along 
a year or two later which put in this bracketed provision which you 
have just read. 

Mr. Rosen. I don’t have theamendments. Iam sorry. 

Senator Jackson. You had a question, Mr, Ramey. 

Mr. Ramey. Recognizing that your extensions are for 5 years rather 
than 10 years, but even 5 years might be a pretty long time, do you 
think it would be desirable to have an escape clause in your contract 
that would permit adjustment upward or downward during. that pe- 
riod where you have a hardship case? This wouldn’t be the kind of a 
clause to be exercised very often but you would certainly not have 
any trouble with the General Ac counting Office if your contract recog- 
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nized that you could make modifications by either the lessor or lessee. 

Mr. Wirson. I would say it would not be objectionable. 

Senator Jackson. Maybe some of the lessees would object. I think 
there might be a difference of opinion among them. 

Mr. Wixson. Yes, I think there would be. 

Senator Jackson. It might be feasible to have an optional arrange- 
ment in which the lessee would have that opportunity of running the 
risk of having it geared upward or downward depending on the option 
of the lessor or the lessee. 

Mr. Rosen. I don’t believe we would object to that either—speak- 
ing for myself. 

Senator Jackson. You really don’t have much of a lease under those 
circumstances. 

Mr. Rosen. We don’t have much of a lease under these 
circumstances. 

Senator Jackson. You do have a firm binding period but you see 
you wouldn’t have very much of a lease under ‘that arrangement. 

Mr. Rosen. I see what you mean because cancellation would be 
both ways. 

Senator Bennett. I would like to ask a couple of questions. 

In your statement comparing your figures with those of the na- 
tional averages as contained in the analysis of retail merchandising 
in Los Alamos you identified occupancy cost on the national basis of 
2.9 percent ? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bennerr. And you told us that when you bid for the lease 
you offered a percentage of sales with a minimum rental / 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bennett. Was your percentage of sales more than 2.9? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir, a great deal more. 

Senator Bennerr. What was it? 

Mr. Rosen. It was 1214. 

Senator Bennerr. On this basis it is not fair for you to compare 
yourself with the national average because you took for yourself more 
than four times the national average when you offered the bid. 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir, and may I explain why ? 

Senator Bennerr. I would be happy to have you. 

Mr. Rosen. When we came up here to bid, which was in 1951, there 
were no retail outlets for packaged liquor in the city of Los Alamos. 
There was one that was operating in White Rock. We looked over 
the city. I went into partnership with a gentleman who has since 
passed away. I was then on the road—traveling work. We thought 
that this would be a good place to invest our money and get a reason- 
able return of 6 percent on our money and have a manager run it. 
The town then was not as it is now. 

We were no cognizant of any other retail outlets in Los Alamos. 
We were not cognizant of the thing that caused all the laughter in the 
auditorium about people leaving the “Hill” to buy their liquor i in other 
places. We only wanted a reasonable return on our money. 

At that time there was a lot of construction going on. Costs were 
less and things were entirely different. Conditions are changed. 
There is no longer a 6-day week here which allows a lot of people, I am 
happy to say, including myself, to leave here on weekends and travel. 
Costs have gone up a great deal ‘which makes my position as the opera- 
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tor of the packaged liquor store untenable. I am not making a reason- 
able return on the investment I have in the business. 

Senator Bennett. I had been in business for 30 years before I went 
to the Senate. What we are talking about is a bad piece of business 
judgment on your part in 1951 when you agreed to pay four times or 
more than the national average for rental of retail liquor stores. 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, I didn’t know in 1951 that in 1954 the U.S. Gov- 
ernment would open up its own packaged liquor store. 

Senator Bennerr. Even in normal circumstances, don’t you think 
it is pretty bad judgment to offer to pay four times the national aver- 
age, and then claim you are being priced out because of rent. It would 
seem to me on the face of it that your offer was a very, very unwise 
one. 

Mr. Rosen. It may be called “bad business judgment” but I refer 
you to these comparisons to the national average. Our cost of goods 
sold, our expenses—everything else are right in line. 

Senator Bennett. No, let’s stop there. Your gross margin is con- 
siderably higher than the national average. 

Mr. Rosen. That is right. 

Senator Bennerr. So your cost of goods sold are lower than the 
national average and not in line. They are lower. 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, ever ything is lower than the national averages ex- 
cept our rental. The way I w would qualify this to you, sir, as to why 
I am here speaking of my own business is that I believe that we could 
if our rental was adjusted—we could even put in a larger stock than 
we now carry which is sizable and also offer other services to the com- 
munity that we do not at the present time. 

Sev tor Bennerr. I think I have made my point. You came in here 
in 1951 and deliberately offered a price four times what you say is the 
national average of occupancy cost for liquor stores. An occupancy 
cost of less than 3 percent seems to me to be very, very low. I don't 
know anything about the liquor business, but it is much lower than 
the occupancy cost of most other businesses represented in this partic- 
ular report. Whether it is low or high, you deliberately came in. 
You chose. You decided the rate you would offer. I have made a lot 
of bad bargains and a lot of bad contracts in business that I have 
had to live up to. 

Mr. Rosen. I have lived up to this one, sir, for 8 years. 

Senator Bennerr. I am sure you have and I am one of those who 
do not believe it is possible in practice to write a clause into a rental 
contract which will give both the lessor and the lessee the right to 
change the contract duri ing its term because obviously each will want 
to move in on the other when business circumstances seem to have 
switched the conditions for the benefit of the other. It would seem to 
me you would have an interminable quarreling with “Can’t I have 
a lower rent?” and “No, you should have a higher rent.” You don’t 
have a lease that is enforcible in any event. 

Chairman Anperson. I wonder if I might help Mr. Rosen by ask- 
ing him this question. While it looks like you bid four times the 
national avera h you have submitted yourself 
would indicate this—is it not true that the other establishments in 
Los Alamos are also far above the national average? When you bid 
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you knew you were going to have to bid against the general practice 
of about 10 percent. 


Mr. Rosen. That is correct, sir. 


Chairman ANpErson. Was not your general understanding when 
you bid im 1951 that the bids would probably be in the neighborhood 


of 10 percent? Do you know whether any other bids were received 
by the Commission? 


Mr. Rosen. Twenty-two. 
Chairman AnpErRsoNn. How did they range? 


Mr. Rosen. To the best of my knowledge, they ranged from 6 to 12 
percent. 


Chairman ANpErson. Twelve percent? 

Mr. Rosen. I believe that figure is correct. 

Mr. Witson. That is correct. 

Chairman Anperson. There was another bid at 12 percent. By 
your bidding 121% percent, you just barely got under the wire? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir. 

Chairman ANnperson. It would have been just as well probably if 
you hadn’t gotten under the wire. 

Mr. Rosen. I wish I hadn’t, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Representative Bares. I just wanted to ask one question. What 
year was it that the AEC facility built the liquor store ? 

Mr. Rosen. That is located in the Lodge—in 1954. I have the date 
as October 10, 1954. 

Representative Barres. Your sales have increased every year? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir. 

Repr esentative Bares. Your sales have increased every year? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes; and we hope they will keep increasing, because 
we keep making larger stocks and more things available to them in 
the community of Los Alamos; and we hope that we have a nice store, 
that we service our customers well, and that reflects in our sales. 

Representative Bates. Do you have a wider selection than the AEC 
store ¢ 

Mr. Rosen. I believe so. I know so. 

Representative Bares. And they are 2 percent less. 

Mr. Rosen. The 2 percent less is the sales tax. 

Representative Bares. I understand that. 

Senator Jackson. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Wilson, what was the reason for the AEC opening the liquor 
store ? 

Mr. Witson. When you say the AKC, it is the Zia Co. which operates 
the lodge for us but we did authorize their putting in a small package 
liquor store in the lodge to serve the customers at the lodge primarily. 
I might state that their annual sales are approximately $10 000 a year 
which is really only a drop in the bucket compared to Norman’s sales. 


Chairman Anperson. Did you say drop in the barrel or in the 
bucket ? 


Mr. Witson. I said “ bucket.” 
Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 
The next witness is Mr. Joseph L. Pullano. 


*For comment on the liquor store at the lodge, see letter dated Dec. 15, 1959, from 
Mr. Paul Wilson to Senator Jackson, p. 153. 
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Mr. Rosen. Sir; I have one thing I would like to add that is not in 
our written testimony. 

Senator Jackson. Certainly. 

Mr. Rosen. Or would you rather we waited until all of our witnesses 
are called. 

Senator Jackson. Any statement that you would like to make now, 
you go right ahead. 

Mr. Rosen. It seems I got lost in the woods of my own business. I 
was supposed to be speaking for the association. In lieu of this I 
would like to just make this additional note. During the luncheon 
recess, I had the opportunity to read Mr. Wilson’s statement and I 
noticed on page 3 of the appendix A (p. 25) in Mr, Wilson’s state- 
ment something that I can’t understand. 

Chairman Anperson. Appendix A ? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes; on page 3. 

Senator Jackson. Which table? 

Mr. Rosen. The rent revenue. I noticed on page 3 of appendix A 
that the rent revenue from commercial leases during 1958 was listed 
at $277,096. 

Senator Jackson. For 1958, that is right. 

Mr. Rosen. On page 4 of the document which is this retail analysis 
that I have presented to you, there is a copy of a press release dated 
July 2, 1959, from Mr. Wilson’s office which shows the commercial 
rental revenue for 1958 as $417,399.06. 

Senator Jackson. Is that gross or is that net? 

Mr. Rosen. I don’t know. I would like to ask that question. 

Mr. Wixson. This $277,096 is net. The other figure Mr. Rosen is 
talking about is gross. 

Mr. Rosen. That explains that. 

Chairman Anperson. What is in the gross?) What do you take out 
to get down to the net figure ? 

Mr. Witson. The cost of maintenance. 

Mr. Rosen. In reading further in appendix A, I noted that for the 
3 years under consideration the revenues were greater than the ex- 
penses. In 1959 on table IV it shows a net profit of $98,481. We went 
a little further, being businessmen—and I emphasize the fact as 
Senator Bennett put it so aptly 

Senator Jackson. That is from everything you understand, table 
IV is net from all sources. That includes housing, utilities, and com- 
mercial buildings. 

Mr. Rosen. Right, sir. Then they show net expenses and I just 
bring this as a point which I hope will be of interest to the committee. 
The only business comparable to private enterprise that I can find in 
here is the lodge. That is the hotel. I notice that it operated at a 
loss of $42,601.00 for the year 1958. It would seem to me that in this 
business venture that the Government is experiencing some of the 
problems with which we are faced. But, unfortunately, we can’t come 
before your committee for an appropriation to take care of our loss. 
However, it seems to me that the same thing applies to a business that 
the Government operates up here. 

Senator Jackson. Maybe I am wrong but I will ask Mr. Wilson. 
The $42,000 figure represents the net expense, but do you have the net 
income from the lodge ? 
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Mr. Wuson. Yes. 

Senator Jackson. Table III is a breakdown of the expenses for 
all of these facilities as I understand it—net expenses—— 

Mr. Wixson. That is net still, sir. That is an expense and there 
is no profit. 

Chairman ANnperson. That isa deficit, isn’t it ? 

Mr. Wirson. That is a deficit. 

Chairman ANperson. $42,000 to run the lodge. You should have 
put it out on bid. 

Mr. Witson. We did and we didn’t get a satisfactory bid. 

Mr. Rosen. The only reason I bring this to light—ait is in here as 
part of the record—is that I feel I must say this in defense of the 
merchants of Los Alamos. This is not a normal community. It is 
hard to make a reasonable return up here because it is proven, I think, 
in the Government’s own figures with the operation of their own hotel 
that they can lose that kind of money—and they are. We too are los- 
ing. When I say “losing”, there are some marginal merchants up 
here. But under the present leasing system, whether we bid or not, 
we are in a marginal position and we ask that your committee, gentle- 
men, see if you can give us some remedial action. 

Representative Bates. Are you saying, that you are losing money? 

Mr. Rosen. That I am losing money? Yes sir, I do. "This is a 
nebulous thing. I must say this, gentlemen. I own a corporation— 
going back to my business again, but I remember very well—and I 
have a copy here of a letter that our attorneys and auditors received. 
This was in 1956. I know you asked me that question with tongue in 
cheek, of course—if I am losing money 

Representative Bates. You “suggested it. 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir, and on October 25, 1956 the District Director 
of the Office of Internal Revenue also asked us that question for our 
corporation and couldn’t believe and would not believe the rent figures 
that we were paying. We showed it to this other branch of Govern- 
ment and they now believe. We are losing money. 

I think I can illustrate it to you by reading from the same letter 
from our certified public accountants and to—— 

Senator Jackson. Does this corporation include just this one 
enterprise? 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir, that is all we can afford. 

Senator Jackson. It is set up solely for that one operation. 

Mr. Rosen. Yes, sir. The only thing that would be different—it 
wouldn’t be any different, but I would bring to your attention that 
the salary for officers of which I am the officers is in line with the na- 
tional average. Our net 

Representative Bares. It is not in line with the national average 
figures you have given to us. 

Mr. Rosen. I just took that off the top of my head, but I will look. 
I beg your pardon, gentleman. The national average for a business 
doing the volume that we do the owner’s compensation is 7.6. My 
owner’s compensation for this date was 4.0. 

May I read to your our net pretax profit—— 

Senator Bannerr. I would like to stop you at that point. Are these 
average figures only for businesses of your size or all liquor stores? 


5For further comment on the lodge operation, see letter dated Dec. 15, 1959, from 
Mr. Paul Wilson to Senator Jackson, p. 153. 








ew 


Vs ww Ve 


- 












COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AT LOS ALAMOS 79 






Mr. Rosen. This is for businesses of my size—volumewise. 
Senator Bennerr. I don’t like to question you, but do you mean to 
say that the man who gathered all these 20 or 25 examples was careful 
to see that in every case these compare with businesses of their own 
size. Isn’t that the national average of all liquor stores? 

Mr. Rosen. No, sir. If you wish, Mr. Ewing is here and he will ex- 
plain all the sources of all these figures that were given. It took : 
creat deal of work. I am sure that these are all comparative figures 
in this volume. 

Chairman Anperson. May I come in here just a second to say to you 
Mr. Rosen, that Senator Bennett is regarded as one of the extremely 
fine businessmen now in the U.S. Senate. He was president of the 
National Association of Manufacturers and is recognized as a fine 
business expert. You have raised a question in his mind as to the 
authenticity or correctness of all these figures. Don’t you think it 
would be well to have Mr. Ewing come up and say this is a comparable 
figure for liquor stores of comp arable size or whether it is the national 
average of all liquor stores ? 

Mr. Rosen. I would like that very much, sir. 

Senator Bennerr. I would like it cleared up. 

Chairman Anperson. I sit on the Finance Committee with Senator 
Bennett and I know you had better straighten these things out early 
because he will stay with you on into darkness before—— 

Mr. Rosen. I can appreciate that and I am delighted to have it 
straightened out. Thisis Mr. Ewing. 








STATEMENT OF MAXWELL EWING, PUBLIC RELATIONS 
COUNSELOR, LOS ALAMOS MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ewrne. I am Maxwell E wing, public relations counselor for 
the merchants’ association. Mr. Senator and committee— 

These figures that are reflected i in this report were gone over very 
thoroughly comparing with the average of the business that each 
individual firm listed in here does and—— 

Chairman Anperson. Let me stop you. You say that it is a com- 
parable business in size to the business of Mr. Rosen’s ? 

Mr. Ewrne. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. Where did you get the figures on the other 
businesses ? 

Mr. Ew1ne. There were a number of sources as a matter of fact. 
I spent some time in Washington and got some of the information 

Chairman Anperson. You prejudice us if you say they came out of 
Washington. 

Mr. Ewinc. This was part of the work from another Government 
agency, the Business Bureau, and they recommended and suggested 
that the best sources of information were current Dun & Bradstreet 
reports and that Dun & Bradstreet would be glad to look into any- 
thing that there was question about and also that the National Cash 
Register put out a very good comparative analysis.® 

Chairman Anperson. But that is a nationwide average that the 
National Cash Register puts out; is it not? 





*For comments on the national average, see letter dated Dec. 15, 1959, from Mr. Paul 
Wilson to Senator Jackson, p. 153. 
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Mr. Ewrne. Yes, sir, but the consideration of the town of the size 
where it was involved in figttres was considered as well as the dollar 
volume of business that each concern was doing. 

Chairman Anperson. Does National Cash Register break down its 
report that way ? 

Mr. Ewrnea. Yes, sir. I think you will find in the copy the com- 
mittee has—in the particular case of the packaged liquor store, the 
packaged store is listed at $150,000 and over and this puts it in the 
same category as Mr. Rosen’s store. 

Senator Bennetr. What other listings do you have? 

Mr. Ewrne. For packaged stores we have all concerns. We have 
under $50,000, $50,000 to $75,000, $75,000 to $150,000, $150,000 and 
over. 

Senator Bennert. Then there is nothing in the statement you have 
made to the committee to indicate the basis of the comparison. 

Mr. Ewrne. I am sorry, sir. The basis of the comparison was for a 
like national average 

Senator Bennerr. Let’s just check a couple of figures. Have you 
got it there ? 

Senator Benerr. Occupancy ¢ 

Mr. Ewrne. Occupancy cost—2.2 percent. 

Senator Bennerr. That doesn’t agree with this. 

Mr. Ewrne. I am sorry, sir. That came from all concerns on a 
national average. So it was 2.2 percent for the category and we—— 

Senator Bennett. Then this figure is for all concerns? 

Mr. Ewrna. Yes, sir. 

Senator Bennett. It isn’t for 

Mr. Ewrne. That is right for 

Senator Bennerr. Packaged goods of Mr. Rosen’s size. 

Mr. Ewrne. No sir, the national average in comparison would be 
less. It was 2.2 and we took the 2.2 figure for all concerns. 

Senator Bennerr. Does that go for all the rest of these compari- 
sons? 

Mr. Ewrne. I doubt it, sir. 

Senator Bennerr. Total of all businesses and not businesses of the 
size you 

Mr. Ewrne. No sir, I think they will be business of the size and 
I think that each one is listed as to the source of information. This 
particular one was Dun and Bradstreet. We may not have used the 
national cash figures—— 

Chairman ANprrson. Let’s go back to the packaged liquor stores 
there again. This is the one he is talking about. The figure for the 
cost of goods sold is 80.3 and the Dun and Bradstreet figure is 82.7. 
You have a gross margin 

Mr. Ewrne. No sir, Dun and Bradstreet compares with this. 

Senator Bennetrr. What he did was to get into all concern cost. 

Chairman Anperson. Is not the answer to Senator Bennett’s ques- 
tion that all the figures you have are for national average and none 
are for the size of Mr. Rosen’s store 4 

Mr. Ewrne. No sir. I would say they are for the size. May I 
check them a little further ? 

Chairman ANnperson. Just check your own figure with packaged 
liquor store figures and you will find every one of them is the national 
average for all concerns. 

Mr. Ewrne. May I apologize, sir? You are absolutely correct. 
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Chairman Anperson. If anything, on the point Mr. Rosen was 
trying to make, it would indicate that his rent is farther out of line 
than he himself represented it to be. 

Mr. Ewine. Yessir, this is true. 

Mr. Rosen. Thank you sir. 

Senator Jackson. Are there any further questions? If not, Mr. 
Rosen did you have any further statement you wanted to make? 


Mr. Rosen. I had a further statement to make for my liquor store, 
but I think it is all covered. 


Senator JAcKson. Fine. It will be included in the record. Thank 
you, gentlemen. 


(The statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF NORMAN R. ROSEN 


Senator Anderson and members of the committee, I am Norman R. Rosen, 
president of Atlas Beverage Corp. This time I would like to speak on my own 
behalf. 

I operate a retail liquor store and have since October 10, 1954. At the time 
I was awarded the contract on a 1214 percent of gross there was a tacit verbal 
agreement that there would not be another liquor store on the hill, even though 
the contract stated that it was not an exclusive license. 

Since I entered business the Government opened a package store in the lodge 
in direct competition, even though they were receiving rent in excess of $36,000 
per year. Some AEC personnel have explained that this was done to take the 
stigma of a monopoly away from the single package store. Being in a price- 
controlled business, competition has a little different connotation. However, the 
lodge package store does not collect sales tax, which automatically makes them 
2 percent cheaper, and I’m sure that their rent structure is nowhere near mine. 

The national average occupancy cost for package stores doing the same 
amount of business as mine is 2.9 percent; my occupancy cost is 13.7 percent. 
On a square foot basis for the last fiscal year, I paid $13.47. 

I am completely aware, and I have been reminded of this several times by the 
AEC, that the amount of rent I am paying is the direct result of my bid. I will 
admit that I overestimated the amount of volume that could go to rent and 
give me a fair return on my investment. 

Stores similar to mine realize a net of 2.6 percent, turning their inventory six 
times. Last fiscal year I had a loss of (0.2 percent) turning my inventory 11 
times. Incidentally, the owner’s compensation on a national average is 7.6 
percent; my compensation—and I work a regular shift, usually 6 days a week— 
was only 4 percent. 

Like practically every other merchant in Los Alamos I have invested every 
cent of available capital in my business. I have no choice but to stay in busi- 
ness here because I bought myself a job, and I have to work hard at it to keep 
from going broke. 

As I said before, while speaking for the merchants association, I do not want 
a Government subsidy. I would like the opportunity to make a downward ad- 
justment in my rent to somewhere close to national averages so that I could 
recognize an average return on my investment. 





Summary of financial information, Atlas Beverage Corp. 











Net pretax 





| 
Fiscal year ended | Net Rent | Rentper | profit as 
sales | expense | square foot percent of 
| sales 
— — a — — — — a — — 
OGG: Fh FOG Fé own cedcceddend sda cette decades | $284, 553. 41 | $34,429. 23 $1, 187 | (5.1) 
ONE, Fi FR dnc cpmenpieiuhenndte tap daca 305, 744. 48 | 36, 954. 70 | 1, 274 (4. 5) 
Ce Sl ipcecdtuanndkabiraeicapae oreo gendgneinds | 306,719.03 | 36, 977. 06 1, 275 | .2 
Ook: SE IsONGi 5. cucciadbaedies. eed | 308,478.82 | 37,392. 27 | 1, 289 | 2.7 
Ces Gls Basan cannes thesastueeates sida esha 302, 415. 67 36, 528. OF | 1, 260 3.1 
Ome a WE. 2h bebe abico eked ks | 397,966.33 | 39,620.03 1, 366 | 4.5 
1, 347 | (. 2) 


Oct. 31, 1958...--- ndhiaiqawsmegecpcha sqenitinenats ~é 323, 019. 84 39, 055. 04 





11144 months only. 
Note.—Parentheses denote deficit. 
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Senator Jackson. The next witness is Mr. Joseph Pullano. 
You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH PULLANO 


Mr. Putiano. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee and gentle- 
men, I work for the Laboratory at present but I would like to invest 
in a small garage for specialized automotive tuneup work, I would 
like to be in business for myself, and I would like to stay in Los 
Alamos. However, there is no good commercial space available in 
Los Alamos for people like my self. I think it would be good for the 
town and for the Laboratory if people who want to make their homes 
in Los Alamos were able to invest in the town and own their own 
places of business. 

Now and then space has become available, but it is usually on a 
restricted basis. I have also heard that I might be able to ha on 
one or two spaces in out-of-way locations, but [ would prefer to in- 
vest in a permanent building in a good commercial location where my 
chance of success would be better. 

Senator Jackson. Senator Anderson. 

Chairman Anperson. Did you write me a note about your desire 
to testify on this? IthinkI had a letter from you. 

Mr. Puttano. Yes, sir, [ had some help on this. 

Chairman Anperson. That is fine. I am not objecting. You are 
anxious to move into a spot you can see on the street and say, “I will 
pay you so much money.” They will say, “The rent is so much. If 
you want it, you can take it and start your business.” I gathered 
that from your letter; that is what you want to do is to be able to 
rent a commercial location at a fixed rent so you can establish this 
little business. 

Mr. Putiano. I prefer to have a business where it is a convenience 
to the people here at Los Alamos, rather than in an out-of-the-way 
location. 

tepresentative Bares. Have you asked anybody whether such space 
is available? 

Mr. Puttano. I have contacted the AEC and ZIA in the neighbor- 
hood of at least 5 years; first by phone and then by letter but still 
no action has been taken. There has been some strong talk about 
it of late. 

Senator Bennett. I have no questions but I have a question of you, 
Mr. Chairman, when you are through with the witness. 

Senator Jackson. Any further questions of Mr. Pullano? 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. PuLiano. ‘Thank you, sir. 

Senator Bennerr. When Mr. Rosen was before us he indicated that 
certain witnesses wished to present us with their profit and loss state- 
ments and he asked that they be kept confidential. It is my feeling 
that if we acept them for the record that they go in the record. 

Chairman Anperson. I would just say, Senator Bennett, that I think 
many times we have permited people to file statements with the com- 
mitee for the commitee’s examination and not published it for all the 
world. I would hope we might follow that practice here. 

Senator Bennett. I just wanted to be sure. I wasn’t completely 
sure of what the committee policy was and I didn’t want anybody 
to submit statements for the record on a misunderstanding. 
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Senator Jackson. Certainly it would be in order for the committee 
so that it could determine whether or not there was corroboration for 
the statements made here to receive the profit and loss statements on 
a confidential basis and not as part of the public record, if the witnesses 
desire to do that. We have done that before. 

Chairman Anperson. Sometimes businesses do supply us with what 
they regard as confidential information—information that they 
wouldn’t like to get out to their competitors. 

Senator Jackson. I assume the AEC has the right to go through 
their books if they have a percentage lease. 

Mr. Wirson. I might explain in the case of percentage leases that 
we do. We audit those accounts, but in the case of flat rentals we do 
not. 

Senator Bennerr. Do you have any flat rentals in Los Alamos? 

Mr. Wirson. Yes. The proportion is about half and half. 

Senator Bennerr. I am glad to get this matter straightened up in 
my own mind. 

Senator Jackson. If there is no objection, profit and loss statements 
of the firms desiring to submit them in support of their position will 
be received by the committee on a confidential basis and at the proper 
time they will be returned to them. 

Chairman Anperson. Is that all right? 

Senator Bennett. Perfectly. 

Senator Jackson. The next witness is Mr. Frederick P. Cranston. 
The witness to follow Mr. Cranston will be Mr. Miller. Would Mr. 
Miller also come forward so that he would be up here ? 




















STATEMENT OF FREDERICK P. CRANSTON, JR. 


Mr. Cranston. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: My 
name is Frederick P. Cranston, Jr. I reside at 2590 46th Street in Los 
Alamos. I have been employed as a physicist by the Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory since September 1953. I am married and have 
four children. I testify here as an individual representing no organi- 
zation. 

I would like to discuss an aspect of community life in Los Alamos 
which is detrimental to the consumers in Los Alamos. 

In essence, I contend: That we do not have a proper system of free 
enterprise in Los Alamos; that the lack of free enterprise means that 
our local businessmen are unable, under existing regulations, to pro- 
vide the consuming public in Los ‘Alamos with the kind of service and 
price structure which could exist in a nonfederally controlled commu- 
nity. I will cite specific examples to illustrate my point. 

For at least 2 years prior to 1958 a local grocery store stocked each 
fall a good gr ade of ethylene glycol antifreeze. The cost of the anti- 
freeze was approximately 75 cents a gallon less than the cost of equiv- 
alent antifreeze sold elsewhere in Los Alamos. In the fall of 1958 this 
store again started to sell the antifreeze, but was told by representa- 
tives of the Federal Government that under the terms of its lease it 
may not sell antifreeze and that it should cease selling antifreeze im- 
mediately. The store was not permitted to sell the antifreeze it had 
on hand. 

Two other examples of the same kind concern the sale of children’s 
socks and school supplies. This same store in the past had a small 
rack near the cash register which displayed inexpensive children’s 
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socks. The store was ordered to discontinue the sale of children’s 
socks. In addition, the store at one time carried school supplies. It 
was ordered to stop selling school supplies. This latter was most in- 
convenient because it means that the nearest source of school materials 
is now over a mile from my children instead of two blocks. 

The reason given me for the discontinuance of the above items was 
that the representatives of the Federal Government could determine 
what should and should not be sold in a supermarket and that they 
had determined that the above items were not to be sold in a super- 
market in Los Alamos. Last week I happened to be in Denver and 
saw identical items carried on supermarket shelves there. 

I have one more example to present which indicates the inconveni- 
ence caused by the present system of leasing business property. As 
you know we have a bookstore in Los Alamos which is operated as a 
sublease in a corner of a local store. The bookstore pays as rent its 
proportional share of the total rent paid by the whole store. Due to 
the terms of the original lease with the Government, the bookstore 
pays more than twice as much rent as it would pay in a high rent city 
such as New York. In addition, there is no other place in town avail- 
able for a bookstore or any other commercial enterprise. 

I have not made a systematic study of the relationships of the Fed- 
eral Government with the local business enterprises. The above cases 
came to my attention only by chance. However, if the above is typical 
then there must be many more ways in which I have been hurt as a 
consumer. I have heard that many other cases exist but I do not per- 
sonally know about them. 

One solution to my problem would be to do all of my shopping in 
Espanola or Santa Fe where true competition exists. But I don’t de- 
sire to travel 25 or 30 miles to buy a gallon of antifreeze. I would 
rather buy it from a local merchant who would like to be able to sell 
it to me. 

It seems to me that the fault in this whole stiuation lies in the rela- 
tionship of the Federal Government with local businessmen and the 
community. 

I would like to mention one other matter which appears to be of 
open town, that property be made available for any business which 
desires to operate in Los Alamos, and that the present businesses be 
able to conduct their business in a normal rather than artificial atmos- 
phere. 

I would like to mention one other matter which appears to be of 
interest to the committee—the airport. I believe that Los Alamos 
should have a public airport. It would be convenient for me and I 
would benefit from it. 

I would like to conclude by saying that I believe the Los Alamos 
experiment is a beautiful ex: umple of the evils of socialism and as such 
reinforces my belief in a free-enterprise economy. 

I thank the committee for giving me the opportunity to discuss these 
problems. 

Chairman Anperson. Mr. Ramey suggests we at least have freedom 
of speech here anyway. 

I haveno questions. 

Senator Bennett. No questions. 

Representative Bares. I have no questions. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Miller is our next witness with Mr. Edward Cosgrove to follow. 
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STATEMENT OF MARVIN MILLER, OWNER, THE DeLUXE BARBER 
SHOP 


Mr. Mitier. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Marvin Miller, proprietor of the DeLuxe Barber Shop. My purpose 
before this committee is to bring to your attention what I believe to be 
an abnormal rent for a barbershop. 

My shop is 20 by 30 feet, an area listed in my contract as 640 square 
feet. I am paying rent in the amount of $285 which means that my 
space is costing me $5.34 per foot per year. I doubt very much if the 
barbershop in the Waldorf Hotel pays that much. I would guess that 
this is more than the prime rent that the Government itself is willing 
to pay. 

After AEC changed their policy and negotiated contracts on a flat 
rental basis, I felt that it would help increase my return if I could 
take advantage of a known flat rental fee, and requested that it be 
changed from the 9 percent. of gross that I had been paying. 

In a letter to Mr. Wilson I pointed out that my average rental for 
the 5-year period from September 1951, through August 1956, had 
been $254 per month and that I would be willing to pay $265 per month 
in lieu of the 9 percent of gross. Although my receipts for 1956 were 
running about $100 per month less than in 1955, my business had 
shown a steady increase and I felt then and still do that with proper 
management I would be able to hold my customers and, as the town 
grew, pick up new ones. 

The AEC was willing to change to a flat rental but they would not 
accept less than $280 a month. They also told me that since the Gov- 
ernment had assumed the insurance for the building that I would have 
to pay an additional $5 per month as rent because I had been paying 
insurance premiums on the building in that amount. 

I have included a copy of my income tax return from which you 
can see that the Government made more renting me the building than 
I made running my business. 

I have also included an expense comparison sheet which shows the 
national average occupancy rate for barberships is 6.75 percent and 
my occupancy rate is 10.6 percent. This 3.85 percent difference 
wouldn’t bring me up to the national average net profit of 25.32 per- 
cent net profit but it would better compensate me for the financial ob- 
ligation involved in managing a business. 

That is all I wanted to say. Thank you very much. 

Senator Jackson. How many chairs do you have? 

Mr. Mitier. Five. 

Senator Jackson. Are you in partnership? 

Mr. Miter. Yes sir. 

Senator Jackson. With one other or two other? 

Mr. Mixer. I am in partnership with my brother out of State. 

Senator Jackson. Your net was less than the rent. 

Mr. Mituer. Yes sir. 

Senator Jackson. Under deductions where the salaries are listed in 
the income tax return, is your salary included in that? 

Mr. Miter. I take $35 a week for operation of the shop. 

Senator Jackson. $35 a week for yourself. 

Mr. Miuier. Yes sir. 
Senator Jackson. Is that all? 
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Mr. Mitter. That is right. I take commission on what I earn too. 

Senator Jackson. As a deduction. 

Senator Bennerr. As income 

Mr. Mituer. That would be the same as salary. 

Senator Jackson. That is a part of your deductible items as salary. 

Mr. Mitier. Right. 

Senator Jackson. So what I am getting at is—if you add the net of 
partnership while it is less than the amount of the rent, if you add 
your salary and your commission, how does it stack up? 

Mr. Mitxer. It would be approximately $1,800 a year that would 
go in as my return. If I didn’t take that, I would get this other 
anyway. 

Senator Jackson. Do you see what Iam saying? If you took your 

salary, your commission, and then your share of the net, how much 
does that give - in the way of salary? It is more than the rent. 

Mr. Miter. I don’t know whether I understand or not, sir. 

Senator Jackson. I am just looking at your return which you vol- 
untarily gave us. You have deductions—a substantial amount in 
salaries. 

Mr. Mitier. Seventy percent of total gross goes as salaries. 

Senator Jackson. Suppose you were running this as a sole pro- 
prietorship, wouldn’t your return then be more “than the rent / 

Mr. Miter. It might be. Yes, it probably would or about the 
same. 

Senator Jackson. I just wanted to clarify that in my own mind. 

Mr. Mixter. You see the total salaries there are 70 percent of the 
gross deductible and then $35 comes in on top. 

Senator Jackson. That is your salary. Then you get a percentage. 

Mr. Mitter. Of what I take in. 

Senator Jackson. How much is that? 

Mr. Minter. Seventy percent of my total. 

Senator Jackson. How much does it amount to a week ? 

Mr. Mitrer. Last year I think I paid income tax on $5,800 or $5,900. 

Senator Jackson. You got about $500 a month on your commis- 
sions. 

Mr. Miier. Approximately, yes. 

Senator Jackson. Then you got $35 a week so that is a little over 
$600 a month. Then you got. the percentage of net—out of the 
partnership. 

Mr. Mier. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. That is all. 

(The partnership return that Mr. Miller filed is included as part of 
the confidential record.) 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Cosgrove. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD A. COSGROVE, EXECUTIVE VICE 
PRESIDENT, BARBER’S SUPERMARKET 


Mr. Coscrove. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am 
Edward A. Cosgrove, executive vice president of Barber’s Super- 
market home office in Albuquerque,, I do not have a prepared state- 
ment in view of the fact that I only lately received this assignment 


because of another person being physically incapable of being here 
today. 
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For the information of the committee it is only correct for me to 
say that I have been with the Barber’s organization a relatively short 
time having started here the Ist of March in 1959. It is alsoonly fair 
to let the committee know that the Barber Supermarket operated in 
Los Alamos was not a Barber’s market at the time of its inception. It 
was owned by another corporation and Barber’s bought this market 
from this other corporation along with two other markets owned by it. 

I do have some observations to make as far as the rent is concerned 
and the requirements under which the market is operated and as far 
as the 5 ae plans of the Atomic Energy Commission in the future 
in Los Alamos are concerned. 

Our rent is on a percentage basis. It is not too far off the so-called 
national average, but it is above the national average for supermar- 
kets. Iam given to understand that the AEC bases these rent on what 
they term to be national averages, but as far as supermarket operation 
is concerned, they definitely do not permit the handling of the general 
lines of merchandise that are handled in these supermarkets for which 
they quote the averages for the national rent rates. These other items 
of merchandise, some of which have already been mentioned by other 
persons on the stand here this afternoon, do enter greatly into the 
merchandising job that can be done and they enter into the possibility 
for a profit picture in our business and enter into the return that you 
make on it and therefore enter into the ability to pay a rent figure 
for the operation of the store. 

I might say that our facilities here are not adequate facilities to suit 
our requirements and our requirements, naturally, are what we feel to 
be the requirements of the citizens of Los Alamos. We have made 
a written request to the Atomic Energy Commission on enlarging the 
facilities we have. The proposal was made in writing and three 
alternatives were stated. 

Our idea was to have the Government pay for the additions to the 
building and for that additional expenditure to be amortized by us 
in the form of additional rent. The proposal was turned down and 
later was reopened by the AEC. We were told that it could not be 
done on that basis—the basis of the Government furnishing the money 
for it, but rather we could have the opportunity of leasing the land 
and putting up additional physical facilities at our own expense; that 
the total building, including the part that was put up at our expense, 
would become Government property and the Govenrment would take 
title to it. We would pay a continuous ground rent and pay a cost 
for maintenance on that. 

Senator Jackson. Just a minute. The Government would get title 
to it at the end of what period ? 

Mr. Cosgrove. The Government would get title to it the minute we 
occupied the additional part of the building. 

Senator Jackson. How long was the lease for ? 

Mr. Coserove. The new lease then would be signed, and I believe it 
would be signed for a length of time, in relation to the value of the 
building. 

Senator Jackson. Isn’t that a usual business practice ? 

Mr. Coscrove. It is not a usual business practice if the person leasing 
the building puts the money into the building 

Senator Bennerr. Wait a minute. I have been through that my- 
self. If you put a building on leased land, you know that when you 
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put the first: brick or first bit of cement down on the ground that title 
passes to the man who owns the land. 

Mr. Coscrove. Yes; that is on leased land. That is the difference 
in the-—— 

Senator Bennerr. Isn’t this leased land ? 

Mr. Cosgrove. Yes; this is leased land. 

Senator Benner. So that is standard commercial practice. How 
long a lease would they give you on that basis ¢ 

Mr. Coserove. I believe it is 20 years. 

Senator Jackson. That is not unusual. 

Senator Bennetr. No; that is very common. 

Mr. Coserove. It is not unusual for leased land, but it is unusual 
in the supermarket industry for supermarket operators to take leases 
on the basis of leasing the land. The normal term of a lease in a 
supermarket operation is 10 years. 

Senator Bennerr. I have seen many empty markets in my home city 
where the poor fellow who was inveigled into putting up the building 
on a 10-year lease found himself with an empty building and the 
supermarket had moved on to another location at the end of the 10 
years. So I am afraid I can’t blame the Federal Government for 
requiring that the lease be long enough to give you and them a reason- 
able chance to amortize the building. If you build a building on 
leased property on a 10-year lease or a 20-year lease, you have the 
power to deduct depreciation on that building from your income tax 
over the length of the lease. 

Mr. Coscrove. This is only part of what I have to say. We have 
no qualms on their wanting to handle the enlargement of the building 
in this manner. It does not meet with our preference. I am stating 
that quite frankly. It doesn’t meet with our preference to do it that 
way for the simple reason that we have additional expenditures for 
equipment and expenditures for merchandise. 

Senator Jackson. What you are saying is that most supermarket 
chains, while they go out and build a building themselves, they turn 
around and sell it to an investor and then they pay back in rent for 
the obvious reason that they don’t want to tie up their working capital. 

Mr. Coscrove. That is one reason—working capital. The other 
reason is the value of locations change quickly from year to year. 
We prefer not to do it that way. We have no qualms and certainly I 
am not making any criticism of the Atomic Energy Commission’s de- 
cision to do it that way. 

If we want to enlarge the building, it is necessary according to them 
that we put this money in at this time—put in the complete cost of 
the physical remodeling of the building. 

Chairman Anperson. May I ask you a question at that point? 

Is this going to be in connection with another building or is this an 
enlargement of an existing building ? 

Mr. Coserove. It is an enlargement of the existing building which 
is right across the street from the auditorium. 

Chairman Anperson. Does the existing building havea rental based 
upon volume of goods sold ? 

Mr. Cosgrove. Yes, it has. 

Chairman Anperson. How are you going to allocate how much is 
sold in your extension and how much in the rest of the building? 
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Mr. Cosgrove. We would expect to continue to pay the same per- 
centage rental on the entire volume and naturally would expect to get 
increased volume from the increased physical size of the building. 

Senator Bennerr. May I ask Mr. Wilson how that looks from his 
point of view ? 

Chairman ANperson. Just a minute. You don’t mean to tell me 
you are going to put all the money into the building and then pay the 
same volume rent percentage that you pay on a building that the Gov- 
ernment has built? 

Mr. Coserove. I definitely mean to tell you that we won't, but I 
definitely mean to tell you that is the proposition the Government has 
made to us and that is not all. After we do that, if we would, they 
now have a proposal up for a piece of property somewhere near here 
that is going to be, as I understand it, about 6,000 or 7,000 square feet. 
The proposals open about the 18th of December and this is to go out 
to whomever makes the highest bid for this and I believe it is a 55- 
year lease and whoever does go in there will have the privilege of put- 
ting in any kind of business they want and selling any kind of mer- 
chandise within the scope of that business. 

And that is not all. In January or February, as I understand it— 
and I stand to be corrected if I am stating any of these facts wrong— 
there is to be an additional piece of property that will be somewhere in 
the neighborhood of 16,000 to 17,000 square feet which is going to be 
open for a lease on a 55-year basis. Whoever leases it has the option, 
I believe, of building a 1- or 2-story building with a basement and can 
put in that building any kind of business they want to without any 
limitations whatsoever as to the types of merchandise to be sold within 
that business. 

Chairman Anperson. Mr. Wilson took us on a personally conducted 
tour this morning to see both of those spots but I would like Mr. Wil- 
son to explain to me if my understanding of this is correct. Do I un- 
derstand the only basis on which you will deal with him is to say that 
you will give him the ground on which to build a building, give him 
a 20-year lease on the property, let him put up a building and then 
make him pay the same percentage of whatever flat rental that you 
are going to expect from the rest of the store where the Government 
has put up the money ? 

Mr. Wuson. He isin error in one point and a very important point. 

Chairman Anperson. Just on that one thing—is he going to have 
to build a building on a 20-year lease on Government ground and pay 
the same volume rent that he now pays for the existing building 
volume rent ? 

Mr. Witson. No, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. Then he is mistaken. 

Mr. Witson. He is mistaken about paying the same percentage rent. 
The proposition we made to Barber’s was that we would change their 
rental to a flat rental which is equal to their present rental payments 
for the present building. Then they could build the new addition and 
the rental would continue as it is now on a flat rental basis but not 
on a percentage. 

Chairman Anperson. You would not add the area of the new store. 

Mr. Witson. We placed a value on that new area as vacant land. I 
have forgotten—100 and some dollars. I have forgotten what the price 
was. 
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Mr. Coserove. I have the figures on that if you care to have them. 

Mr. Witson. We quoted on the vacant land as a lump sum. 

Chairman Anperson. Are you charging him a flat rate on raw land 
or trying to add in the value of his building? 

Mr. Witson. We would charge him for the raw land 

Chairman Anperson. Only. 

Mr. Wison. Only, that is correct. Yes, sir, only. 

Chairman Anperson. Is that your understanding ? 

Mr. Coserove. That he would charge us a flat rental for the present 
building. However, that flat rental would be increased over what we 
are paying now. 

Chatrman Anperson. Then you are charging him for something 
else. 

Mr. Wison. No, sir. 

Mr. Coserove. And we are also paying a ground rent. The way it 
is stated we will pay rent for the ground and maintenance, 

Chairman Anperson. Do you regard the ground rent as exorbitant 
or actually correct ¢ 

Mr. Coserove. It is such that our sales would have to come up to 
be about as great or greater per square foot than what they are now 
in order for the percentage rental to remain the same as it is. 

Chairman AnpeErson. So you would be paying for the building. 

Mr. Cosgrove. Yes. What difference does it make ? 

Chairman Anperson. No matter how thin we slice it; is that the 
fact, Mr. Wilson ? 

Mr. Wirson. I would like to explain this, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. I would be happy to have you. 

Mr. Wison. This figure which we quote them now as flat rental 
rate on the present building is a figure which we had coming into the 
Government over a 5-year period before Barber’s took this building. 
Since Barber’s have taken this building, the rental on this building 
to the Government has dropped off $240 a month. 

Chairman Anperson. Didn’t the other fellow move out because he 
couldn’t pay the rent ? 

Mr. Witson. He sold the business. Barber’s bought it because they 
knew it was a good business presumably. 

Chairman Anperson. I don’t understand the expression, “He stole 
the business.” 

Mr. Witson. Sold. 

Chairman ANnperson. It isa good thing once in a while to straighten 
these words out as we go. I misunderstood you. I am sorry. You 
are going to charge him not what he is now paying, but what he 
would pay if he has as good luck as the man who was there before 
thought he ought to have had. 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir; and that was on a percentage basis. 

Chairman ANnprerson. Yes and that is the reason he thinks that you 
are adding in the building on the other side. It is only that you are 
trying to recover the old rental basis and you are not following the 
new rental basis. 

Mr. Wirson. Apparently so but I am sure this was explained to 
Barber’s when this proposition was made. 

Chairman ANverson. If you want to buy a horse from me and I 
don’t want to sell it and I ask you an exhorbitant price, I can say that 
1 am being perfectly fair if I charge you five times what it is worth, 
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but it is my horse. You can say he is going to have to pay this rent 
whether he thinks it is fair or not. His: assumpt ion is that the present 
rental is so much per square foot and he would like to move over and 
pay only ground rental on the new addition and put up the building 
but you want him a pay another $240 a month because you are not 
receiving what you formerly received. 
Mr. Wuson. We think the building has that potential in rental. 


Senator Jackson. I assume that the previous tenant was bound 
under lease? 


Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. And Barber’s took over the unexpired lease. 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Isn’t that the essence of it? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. So all you are asking is that you at least get as 
much from the successor as you got from the predecessor. 

Mr. Coscrove. I would interpret it that they want to renegotiate the 
old lease in the middle of it in view of the fact that we want to add 
some additional space to the property. 


Senator Jackson. When you bought the building you knew about 
the rent 


Mr. Cosgove. No, we didn’t. 

Senator Jackson. You bought the business knowing what the lease 
arrangement was. Right? 

Mr. Cosarove. Yes, sir. 

Chairman ANperson. On volume though. 

Senator Jackson. Sure, but it was the minimum rent plus a per- 
centage. 

Mr. Coserove. No, it is percentage rent. 

Mr. Witson. Strictly percentage; no minimum. 

Senator Jackson. All right. You knew what they were paying on 
: percentage basis but remember you bought it and that lease is 
binding. 


Mr. Coscrove. I have made no complaint. I am not asking that it 
become unbinding. 


Senator Jackson. What happened to the business? Your prede- 
cessor was making more money. 


Chairman ANDERSON. No, he was paid on volume. Who had the 
business before ? 

Mr. Coscrove. A firm by the name of Batrite’s 

Chairman Anperson. Is that firm still in business ? 

Mr. Coserove. No. 

Chairman Anperson. That is what I thought. They did an enor- 
mous business by putting out tremendous volume and, as I remember, 
got into some financial difficulties here and elsewhere, didn’t they ? 

Mr. Coscrove. This would be an awkward situation for me to dis- 
cuss such things. 


Chairman Awnprerson. I don’t want to discuss anything that is 
awkward. 

Mr. Coscrove. I have not had access to the other company’s figures. 

Senator Jackson. What you are saying is volume of business does 
not necessarily reflect a corresponding increase in profit. possibly. 

Mr. Coscrove. It could have. I am trying to keep from saying any- 
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Chairman Anperson. Let’s see if we have the situation where most 
of us can understand it. Batrite’s had the store and was paying a 
rental running into how much a month ¢ 

Mr. Wuson. It was 114 percent. 

Chairman Anperson. Yes, but about what did it run ? 

Mr. Wixrson. It was $1,450 a month. 

Chairman Anperson. Now Barber’s took it over and because of 
their method of operation, right or wrong, your take has come down 
to $1,200. 

Mr. Witson. Something like that. 

Mr. Coscrove. Not quite that much. It is about $1,325.” 

Chairman Anperson. That is $125. You want a flat rental out of 
them and what figure do you use as a basis for the flat rent on the 
existing structure / 

Mr. Witson. Approximately this $1,450 a month. 

Chairman Anprerson. And you are going to apply that to the new 
area also. 

Mr. Witson. No, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. You are going to ask them ground rent ? 

Mr. Witson. That is right. 

Representative Bares. And maintenance ? 

Mr. Coserove. And maintenance. 

Chairman Anprerson. What evaluation did you put on that piece of 
property for ground rent purposes ¢ 

Mr. Witson. What was the additional rental ? 

Mr. Coscrove. I have the figures here. Before quoting these figures 
I might bring out—I think it is worthy—that on the front of this 
building there is what they refer to as a portal. It might be called 
a porch or it might be called a canopy, but it is a canopy with a few 
posts in front. 

Chairman Anperson. You pay extra if it is a portal. 

Mr. Coscrove. I don’t know. Nevertheless that is one of the sec- 
tions we had in mind for possible enlargement. It is now being used 
as a porch, shelter, or as a sheltered entrance—whatever you want to 
eall it. This is one of the parts that was going to be enlarged—where 
the building was going to be enlarged. I don’t know actually if it is 
included in our rent at this time. It doesn’t make any difference be- 
cause We pay on a percentage basis, but this is part of the space that 
they want to charge us ground rent for if we enlarge the building to 
what is now the porch. That would only be $95.70 per month for the 
ground rent—I beg your pardon. I will take that back. 

Chairman Anperson. One thing about this is you can’t charge them 
with giving away the Government’s property, can you? 

Mr. Coserove. It is about 1,150 square feet. It would be $40 a 
month for ground rent on that and would be $9.80 per month for 
maintenance. 

Chairman AnpErson. That isn’t extreme, is it? 

Mr. Coscrove. No. It is only an addition of 1,150 square feet, part 
of which the floor is already there. The ceiling is already there. 
The ground is being used, so to speak. The side addition that we had 
in mind was 2,750 square feet. I don’t know if that is on the same 


° For further comment, see letter dated Dec. 15, 1959, from Mr. Paul Wilson to Senator 
Jackson, p. 153. 
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basis or not. It is up to us to decide whether we want to accept that 
or not, but this proposition is made to us for us to put our money in. 
I would calculate the side addition would be around $30,000. The 
front addition would run somewhere under $15,000 or a total of 
$45,000. Then there is a new lease to be signed and here we do not 
know—we are very limited now in what merchandise we can sell in 
that store, yet we do not know how soon it might be that someone else 
will come in with a market—up to 16,000-17,000 square feet total, who 
will be permitted to sell and handle any type of merchandise what- 
soever that they see fit. 

Chairman ANpDERson. How do you know you will be able to keep the 
old part of the building on what you are now paying $1,325 a month ? 
When it is put on a flat rent basis, can you lease that to him for 20 
years, Mr. Wilson # 

Mr. Wiison. Yes, sir. 

Chairman ANDERson. You now have that authority ? 

Mr. Witson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman ANprerson. And you propose to do so if he enters into 
this transaction with you ¢ 

Mr. Wiison. Yes, sir, it is extending the present lease to a total of 
20 year from now. 

Chairman ANpberson. I must say Mr. Cosgrove that I don’t think 
$125 to put on another $30,000 or $45,000 is too tragic. 

Mr. Coscrove. No, except that it is our money. 

Chairman Anperson. I see what you mean. 

Mr. Coscrove. We would be perfectly willing, I believe, to pay this 
additional rent if they weren't at the same time making the original 
outlet of it. It is classified as ground rent, but it is charged off per- 
centagewise to our business, no matter what you call it. You can call 
it rent royalty or good will or anything you want. 

Senator Jackson. Are there any further questions ? 

Representative Bares. I just wanted to ask if this new addition will 
be the same size as your present building ¢ 

Mr. Cosgrove. No, we have about 7,000 square feet right now. The 
portal addition, if we put it on, would be 1,150 square feet. The side 
addition, if we put it on, would be approximately 2,750 square feet. 

Representative Barres. From a practical point of view would it be 
worthwhile for somebody else to invest in another supermarket in 
town? 

Mr. Cosgrove. In this town? 

Representative Bares. To compete with you. Would it be a prac- 
tical thing ? 

Mr. Coserove. Right now, I don’t think it would. 

Representative Bares. Then you would both be losing money. 

Mr. Coserove. That is right. 

Representative Bates. So you don’t really have this fear that you 
spoke of a little while ago, unless somebody wants to lose some money. 

Mr. Coserove. It is an entirely different story if somebody puts a 
food market in this 17,000 square feet of space that is going to be made 
available. It might be a hardware store. It might be an appliance 
store. It might beadepartment store. I don’t know, but if somebody 
puts a food market in there, that is going to change the picture consid- 
erably for all the rest of the food merchants in Los Alamos. 
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Representative Bares. You said it wouldn’t be a practical thing for 
somebody else to come in. 

Mr. Coscrove. I said now. There is not much business to be spread 
around. However, if the company that comes in has absolute carte 
blanche right to put in whatever items they want 

Representative Barres. Do you believe they should have the right 
to sell whatever they want / 

Mr. Coscrove. I believe they shouldn't. 

Representative Bares. Should not ? 

Mr. Coscrove. In view of all the existing merchants in Los 
Alamos—— 

Representative Barres. Should not? 

Mr. Cosgrove. Should not have the right. 

Representative Barres. In other words you believe the Commission’s 
decision was sound when it took the socks and so forth away from your 
supermarket / 

Mr. Coscrove. Would you word that another way ? 

Representative Bares. We had a witness, Mr. Cranston, a while ago 
who made reference to antifreeze, socks, and other things that you were 
selling. 

Mr. Cosgrove. We are not selling 

Representative Bares. You were selling them. 

Mr. Coserove. No. No. 

Representative Barres. Weren’t you the one to whom he referred ? 

Mr. Coscrove. There are other ‘supermarkets here besides Barber’s 
I don’t know to whom he was referring. 

Representative Barres. Were you selling socks ? 

Mr. Coscrove. No, not that I know of. We adhere tothe regulations 
very strictly. If we have any doubts, we write a letter and then they 
send us back an answer that says, “No.” 

We send a copy to our manager in case the customers get on him so 
we are completely protected. 

Representative Barrs. Everybody looks out for their own interest. 
I wondered if you ae ted to it for the new store and not for your own. 

Mr. Coscrove. I definitely object to a new store coming in with a lack 
of restrictions. As I understand it, they could sell shoes, sell appli- 
ances, socks, antifreeze. 

Representative Barres. Your supermarket might have been selling 
socks. You don’t know. 

Mr. Coscrove. I am quite sure we weren’t. I wouldn’t swear to it. 

Representative Bares. You think it must have been another super- 
market. 

Mr. Cosgrove. Apparently it was another supermarket from the 
testimony given by that other man. 

Representative Barres. That affected some other merchants in town. 

Mr. Cosgrove. Oh yes. As I say, I am not asking for additional 
items. I merely pointed out that the AEC bases rent ; figures on what 
they refer to as national averages yet as far as supermarkets are con- 
cerned, the restrictions that are » placed on supermarkets do not permit 
them to handle many of the items that are normally handled within 
a normal supermarket such as school supplies, household items, drug 
items, specialty items like dishes, various things of that nature. 


Representative Bares. Then your real problem is not occupancy 
cost. 
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Mr. Cosgrove. No. It has affected us. We do not have—— 

Representative Bares. It is insignificant here compared with the 
other figures on your operating statement; the figures we have here. 

I don’t want to discuss your figures but some of the other figures are 
an more out of line. 

Mr. Coserove. It affects the return that you make on your overall 
merchandise that you sell in the store because there are many of 
these nongrocery items that are normally sold in supermarkets ‘that 
carry a much larger percentage of return than the groceries. 

Reet esentative Barres. That same thing would” apply to the new 
fellow if he were to come in here. 

Mr. Coscrove. Yes, but if he didn’t have restrictions and he could 
sell all of the various things like pots and pans, can openers, extension 
cords, paint, antifreeze, drugs, and plastic waste baskets, if he were 
free to sell all of those things on which he makes a larger markup, 
then he could afford to take a smaller markup on grocery items. 

Representative Barres. Then you would both be out of business 

Mr. Coscrove. Not necessarily. It happens every day in every city 
throughout the country. Occasionally a few people are going out of 
business, but basically on a competitive basis, they remain in business 
and do well. 

Senator Bennerr. Mr. Cosgrove, why don’t you bid for this new 
opportunity to get the 17,000 square feet and sell anything you want / 

Mr. Coserove. That is a very fine question, sir. There i is a matter 
of money involved there too. 

Senator Bennerr. It is your money. 

Chairman ANDERSON. May I ask this question of Mr. Wilson? In 
this 20-year lease is there a provision for adjustment for rent over 
5 years or is it a flat 20-year lease? 

‘Mr. Witson. This is a straight 20-year lease without provision for 
adjustment in the rent. 

Chairman Anperson. I asked a question a while ago. I said that I 
didn’t think the $125 was too far out of line and you assumed that 
was because I was spending somebody else’s money. However, if 
you have been following the reports on the financial condition of the 
United States, you know the value of the dollar has been eroding at 
a rate of about 20 percent a year for the last few years. So a rent 
that started out at $150 on a 20-year lease would end up at about $700 
a month. I don’t think it is too bad a deal, even if you do. I just 
wanted you to know that I think 20 years at a fixed rental is not too 
bad a financial transaction. I realize I am being very liberal with 
somebody else’s anay 

Mr. Coserove. I admit it is a matter of preference where we would 
want to put our money. However, it isa fact that we would be putting 
our money in it with the possibility of this new business staring us 
in the face. This could possibly turn out to be one of those poor 
business risks or poor business decisions being made right now. 

Senator Jackson. Isn’t that a problem w herever you are located ? 

Mr. Coscrove. Any place else that you locate a supermarket you 
know you have the opportunity to do any type of merchandising or 
handle any type of goods that you care to as long as it is legal. We 
do not have that opportunity here and so you have to look that much 
closer at any investment of your money that you are going to make. 
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Senator Jackson. Are the restrictions on the supermarket business 
that you are in quite limited? What are you selling in the market? 
What could you sell that you are not permitted to sell now that 
you would be permitted to sell elsewhere ? 

Mr. Coscrove. Many items. You could sell a complete line of house- 
hold goods, pots and pans and can openers, electrical cords. There is 
a long, long line. There are records. There are school supplies, and 
stationery. 

Senator Jackson. What percentage of your gross would be 
affected ? 

Mr. Coscrove. What percentage of our gross would be affected? 
The best way to answer would be this way. If you can handle those 
items in pretty much an unlimited way and have the space to handle 
them, you can cut down most other grocery items 2 or 3 percent. That 
is, if you are doing any kind of volume at all in these other items. 

Don’t misunderstand me though. Iam not asking at this point for 
the opportunity of handling these items within our existing facilities. 
I am aware of the regulations and willing to live within them as long 
as everyone else is. Actually if another business comes in here that 
has unlimited ability to sell ‘any item they want to, I frankly don’t 
think that we, as a supermarket, stand to be hurt quite as much as 
most of the other merchants operating these other businesses. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Wilson, if such a market should come in 
without any restrictions, would you remove the restrictions on the 
other stores? 

Mr. Witson. The restrictions are written into their contracts. I 
would say at this time probably we would not remove them although 
I think we would certainly be open to consideration of anything of that 
nature if it were necessary. 

Senator Jackson. I would think there would be a moral obligation 
to consider it very carefully. While it is true that all of the mer- 
chants know, or at least are presumed to know, that sometime the 
community may be sold and put in private hands so that other people 
might come in. I think as long as there is such an agreement now that 
the lessees should be given some kind of consideration lest their con- 
tract be morally violated. It might not be legally violated, but I 
think there is a moral obligation. 

Mr. Witson. Let me make a statement on that point. We have told 
the merchants, in years past—and I would like to repeat it here—that 
if the merchants themselves could all get together and come up with a 
plan whereby they agreed on what each could sell, we would certainly 
consider such a plan. We find in nearly 100 percent of these cases 
that it is one merchant complaining against another one who is selling 
things out of line. Soif the merchants can get together and come up 
with a plan that will let all merchants sell what they want to, we will 
certainly consider it. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, gentlemen. We appreciate your 
statement. 
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(A letter, dated January 18, 1959, from Mr. Cosgrove clarifying his 
remarks, follows :) 


BARBER’s SuPER MARKETS, INC., 


Albuquerque, N. Mez., January 18, 1960. 
JotnT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 


Room F-82, Capitol Building, 
U.S. Senate Post Office, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : Attached is the copy of the writer’s remarks at the hearing held 
before the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy on December 7, 1959, at Los 
Alamos, N. Mex. This is the copy that was sent to me for corrections and 
approval. They are being returned as requested. 

One minor correction has been made in ink. Otherwise the remarks, or copies, 
are basically approved. 

For further clarification as regards some of the figures that are quoted in 
various places in the remarks, I would like to add further information in case 
this information is not already on hand. 

The proposed addition for the front of the store building occupied by Barber’s 
is approximately 1,150 square feet for which the Government proposes to 
charge $40 per month ground rental and $9.80 per month maintenance cost. 
The proposed addition to the side of the building is approximately 2,750 square 
feet, for which the ground rental would be $95.70 per month and maintenance 
cost would be $23.20 per month. Total additional cost to Barber’s would there- 
fore be $168.70 per month for an additional 3,900 square feet of space (after 
we had invested $45,000 to $50,000 in a building for which we would not have 
title). 

In addition, our present rental (based on a percentage of sales) would be 
changed to a flat rental. That flat rental would be $1,448.75 per month, or 
approximately $150 more per month than we are now paying. Hence, we would 
be paying approximately $318 additional per month for 3,900 square feet—after 
our original outlay of approximately $50,000. (The $1,448.75 flat rental is based 
on sales in the store during the period of 1955 through 1958—under the former 
owner. ) 

An investment of $50,000 can be conservatively calculated to double itself 
in a 20-year period. We, therefore, would have to figure our investment as an 
advance rent payment, and therefore calcuate an additional rent of $415.00 per 
month. This would bring our monthly rental to $2,035 (approximately) per 
month. If our rent percentage were to remain at 1% percent, it would be 
necessary that we have a sales volume of about $135,000 per month or about 
$31,250 per week. At present, we are averaging $3 sales per square foot of 
selling area per week. If the additional 3,900 square feet of space were added 
entirely to sales area (none to “back room’’, storage, or work area) we would 
have 10,900 square feet of sales area. With a volume of $31,250 per week we 
would be right at the same $3 sales per square foot per week figure. 

Part of our present problem is that our store is too crowded. We would have 
to keep it just as congested (as far as sales per square foot are concerned) to 
be in a position of making a meager profit after paying the rent. 

We are informed that the Government would not pay for any proposed addition 
to the building we rent because such construction would come under “straight 
line appropriation” and that all straight line appropriation money is allocated 
through 1960. 

Barber’s would still prefer that the Government agree to make the necessary 
investment for enlarging the building and have the investment amortized out 
of the additional rental we would pay, as proposed in Mr. J. R. Williams’ letter 
of April 21, 1959, to the Zia Co., copy of which is enclosed. 

Yours very truly, 
B. A. Coscrove, Baecutive Vice President. 
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THE Zia Co. 
Los Alamos, N. Mex. 
(Attention: Mr. H. E. Roser, assistant chief in real estate division). 

DEAR Mr. Roser: Several months ago we visited you and had a discussion 
about the possibility of making certain alterations in our store in Los Alamos. 
At that time it was agreed that we have some studies made and come up with 
some proposals for your consideration. 

We have had our architects look over the possibility of expanding this store. 
They have come up with the following suggestions : 

1. Extend the building to the front approximately 12 feet, making other 
necessary changes and alterations in line with this to provide for proper 
and adequate service to our customers. Our estimate of the cost of this is 
approximately $15,000. 

2. Extend the store on the side opposite the main parking area for a 
distance of approximately 25 feet making necessary changes and alterations 
internally as required by this arrangement. We estimate this would cost 
approximately $30,000. 

3. Make a combination alteration of the above at a cost of approxi- 
mately $45,000. 

In addition to the above, we would spend certain money on equipment and 
other nonbuilding items which could run the total cost up close to $60,000 for 
the combination. However, before we proceed with any further consideration 
of these alterations and improvements, it is necessary that we be assured of an 
economical return on the investment which we would have to make. 

It is our proposal that this investment be amortized out of the additional rental 
which we would pay you in excess of the average for the past year. For instance, 
if our store, after this alteration, returned an average rental of $2,000 per 
month at 11% percent as compared with an average rental last year of $1,300, 
the excess of $700 per month would be applied against the cost plus interest which 
we had invested in the expansion. The amortized amount would naturally be 
applicable against the building and appurtenances and not against any equipment 
which we would normally put into such stores. 

Under this arrangement we would be maintaining your rental at 1% percent 
on the present operation, in line with the rental contract and we would be 
assured of a return of our investment in a reasonable period of time. 

We feel that the expansion of this store would permit us to give the residents 
of Los Alamos a wider selection of merchandise and service in line with that 
which they should be getting from a supermarket operation. It would allow us 
also to be competitive with stores in Santa Fe and Albuquerque which are now 
attracting a certain percentage of business which should remain in Los Alamos. 

We feel that this proposal is reasonable and in line with your desire and ours 
to provide the maximum of service and economy in supermarket purchases. 

If you feel this proposal has merit we would appreciate hearing from you as 
soon as possible or if you do not feel that such a decision is within the scope 
of your authority, we would appreciate your passing it on to the proper people 
for final decision. 

Yours very truly, 

BARBER’S SUPER MARKETS, INC., 
J. R. WIcviaMs, President. 


Senator Jackson. The next witness is Mr. Dan Elliott, owner of the 
Los Angeles Photo Shop. Mr. Elliott. 


STATEMENT OF DAN ELLIOTT, OWNER, LOS ALAMOS PHOTO SHOP 


Mr. Extiorr. Senator Anderson and members of the committee, I 
am Dan Elliott, owner of the Los Angeles Photo Shop. I have very 
little to add to what has been said. My story pretty well parallels 
that of Marvin Miller. When I purchased my business, the average 
return to the Government was approximately $93 per month on a 
5-percent-of-gross basis. After the policy was changed so that we 
could change to a flat rate, I was paying $117 average. Business was 
improving and I wanted to change over to the flat rent so that I could 
retain more profit if I continued to build up the business. I asked to 
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be changed to a flat rate and was told that since the return to the Gov- 
ernment could not be less, a flat rental of $145 had been established. 
At that time my contract had only about a year to run so I accepted 
so that I could go into negotiations for a new contract with a flat rate 
ceiling already established. 

When the contract was renewed for 5 years, the rent was a from 
the $145, which included heat, to $165 plus $18.15 for he: 1 pro- 
duced for the negotiating team charts and information motion na- 
tional averages, but these were not accepted. I really had to accept 
the 25 percent rent increase or go out of business. 

I would also have liked to have extended my contract for a period 
longer than 5 years, but I was told that the only way that could be done 
was to invest in capital improvements and I would be allowed an addi- 
tiona year for each $1,000 I spent. 

Included with this statement is a comparison sheet and a financial 
statement of my business which I believe will show it would be in a 
stronger position paying the national average or the $145 that was 
acceptable under the old contract.’ 

Senator Jackson. What would your rent be if you had stayed 
on the 5 percent gross? 

Mr. Exxuiorr. What would it be today? 

Senator Jackson. Would it be more or less? In other words, you 
made the request, as I read your statement, to go off the 5 percent gross 
to a fixed rental and that was fixed at $117. Ithink you would be } pay- 
ing more, wouldn't you ? 

In other words before your contract expired you negotiated with 
the Commission to go from a 5-percent gross to a flat rate and the 
5-percent gross was running $93 a month at that time. Then you 
got a flat rental basis of $117. 

Mr. Exuiorr. I was still paying $117 when I went in. 

Senator Jackson. When you purchased the business the average re- 
turn to the Government was approximately $93 per month on the 5 
percent of gross basis. 

Mr. Exxiorr. At that time I was paying $117. 

Senator Bennerr. Business improved and he got up to where he 
was paying $117. 

Chairman ANDERSON. What would it be if you paid 5 percent last 
year? 

Mr. Exxiorr. I don’t understand. 

Senator Jackson. Looking at the figures here, without revealing 
them, according to the figures here you would be paying last year 
more on a percentage basis than you would on the flat rental basis. 
It would be well above $200 a month if you had been on the 5-percent 
basis, so the Government really saved you money, didn’t they ? 

Mr. Ex.iorr. I think so. 

Chairman Anperson. It just happens to work out that way because 
vou had an expanding business for which I am sure that you are 
thankful and they are too. 

Senator Jackson. Actually I think you handled yourself very 
wisely in getting switched from the gross rate to 5 percent over the 


8’ For comments on Mr. Dan Elliott’s testimony, see letter dated Dec. 15, 19559, from Mr. 
Paul Wilson to Senator Jackson (p. 153). 
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fixed rate. You saved yourself at least $50 a month rent. Of course 
I am a lawyer and not a businessman so I don’t know. 

Are there any questions? 

Thank you very much. We appreciate having your statement. 

Chairman Anperson. I want to congratulate you on having a good 
growing business. ‘That is the healthiest sign we have. 

Senator Jackson. The next witness is Mr. R. O. Draggon of Drag- 
gon Drugs. 


STATEMENT OF R. 0. DRAGGON, OF DRAGGON DRUGS 


Mr. Draccon. Senator Anderson and members of the committee. 
I want to thank you for the opportunity to express a few business 
views that I have ascertained over the period of years that I have 
been in the drugstore business as an owner. There are just one or two 
practices and details that I would like to bring out in this statement. 

One is that because of the high rent I pay I am unable to set aside 
a cash reserve for replacement of fixtures and equipment. I have 
about 18 months to go on my present contract, and according to good 
business practices. I would have normally a cash reserve ‘of about 
$30,000 to buy new cash registers, soda fountain, floor fixtures and do 
some redecorating. But because my rent has been about 3 percent 
higher than national averages, I simply have not been able to build the 
reserve that normal depreciation schedules allow. 

Borrowing money for expansion is pretty difficult because most 
of us are unable to show acceptable net worth which again is, I be- 
lieve, attributable to rent structures above national averages eating up 
reserves. 

It is my personal belief that high rent prevents many of us provid- 
ing better service to the community. I know that my business simply 
cannot afford to provide delivery service nor can we afford to admin- 
ister charge accounts. 

I can’t speak for any other merchants, but I know that to show 
any kind of a profit requires watchful management. Operating on 
a limited capital and no reserves it is impossible to carry a large 
inventory. You have to turn an inventory of merchandise you know 
will sell and discount your bills or you simply will go broke. 

If there is any way that you gentlemen can create a means of lower- 
ing an inflated rent scale, I think you will benefit the community with 
better service and merchandising.® 

Senator Jackson. I take it that you attribute your main problem 
on operating capital; that is the lack of operating capital due to your 
high rental ? 

Mr. Draccon. Yes, I attribute this 

Senator Jackson. Primarily 

Mr. Draccon. To high rent; yes. 

Senator JACKSON. Is. your rent higher than what a comparable drug- 
store in Santa Fe or Albuquerque ? 

Mr. Draccon. Yes, it is—about 3 percent, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. Do you pay a minimum rental? 

Mr. Draccon. No, I am on percentage. 


®For comments on testimony of Mr. Robert C. Draggon, see letter dated Dec. 15, 1959, 
from Mr. Paul Wilson to Senator Jackson (p. 153). 
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Senator Jackson. And the percentage that you are paying is higher 
than drug firms are paying generally in Santa Fe or Albuquerque or 
other places in New Mexico. 

Mr. Draacon. Yes. 

Chairman Anperson. Your figures indicate exactly that. All the 
other figures you have are almost exactly in line and if you had the 
3-percent difference in the rent that is indicated you would have a 
reasonable profit return; that is, about in line with the national profit 
return instead of being the national average. 

Mr. Draccon. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. Your testimony is one that bears out exactly 
that contention. 

Mr. Draccon. Yes, you have my profit and loss statement. 

I would like to qualify one thing. I used the figures I use every 
day in my business, the Lilly Drug Co. Digest, which prints a digest 
of comparable stores of comparable population of comparable volume 
as my basis for this thing. I am ony saying in my testimony that 
under normal circumstances with 18 years to go on a 10-year contract, 
that. I should, as a reasonable merchant 

Senator Jackson. You mean 18 months. 

Mr. Draccon. Eighteen months. I would like 18 years. But with 
18 months I would have a reserve set aside whereby I could put in 
new merchandising and fixtures which would improve the commu- 
nity and give me the return that I should expect if I operate as a 
good merchandising business. You will notice in the profit-and-loss 
statement there that I am fortunate in being able to discount my bills. 
Had it not been for that I would show a net operating loss, 

Senator Bennerr. Did you bid for this rent ? 

Mr. Draacon. Yes, I did. 

Senator Bennetr. Did you know it was about double the national 
average when you bid it? 

Mr. Draacon. Yes, I did but I felt that under normal 

Chairman Anprerson. Were you out of line with your bid? Was 
there a competitor who wanted it at about the same figure that you 
did ? 

Mr. Draccon. There were two of us that were identical. 

Chairman Anperson. That is the closest you can get to anything 
except in a horse show, maybe. 

Mr. Draccon. The only thing I am saying, gentlemen, is that I be- 
lieve after a period of 10 years on a lease and in operation in any 
normal community in these United States, that a man after these 10 
years would be entitled to sit down and explain to the lessor, as the 

essee, that these are the circumstances he ran up against. We are en- 
titled to do that because I will be automatically granted, I am sure, a 
5 years’ extension but it will be either that I go on a flat rent—which I 
am entitled to do—or stay on the same percentage. That is my only 
qualm. The situation is that I will continue my business and operate 
in Los Alamos. Believe me it is a full-time job. It takes all of your 
time and a lot of sleepless nights. The reason again is that you can’t 
build anything for the future. You are married to your job and you 
are ona salary period. I can’t see anything aside other than my living 
which I don’t feel is fair. I would like some relief if it is possible. 





102 COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AT LOS ALAMOS 


If it isn’t possible, then there are other means and other steps for 
possible expansion if we could borrow money ; that is, if I could borrow 
money to have another unit or something like that. 

Senator Jackson. Any further questions? 

Representative Bares. Are you smaller than the Los Alamos drug- 
store ¢ 

Mr. Dragoon. In volume or area ? 

Representative Bares. In volume. 

Mr. Dragoon. I don’t know. Truthfully, I don’t know. He is the 
gentleman who took out his soda fountain 2 or 3 years ago and re- 
modeled his store. It might be that I am doing a little larger volume 
due to the fact that he did take out his soda fountain. That would be 
the only reason I would know that 1 would be doing a little more 
volume. 

Chairman Anperson. Your figures make a good witness for you and 
you are a good witness yourself. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Draccon. You bet. 

Senator Jackson. I believe that concludes the testimony in connec- 
tion with commercial leases. At least it covers all the names we 
have here. Are there other witnesses on commercial leases ? 

Mr. Kaurman. 1 am a proprietor and I would like to say a few 
words if I may. 

Senator Jackson. Will you state your name? 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY KAUFMAN, OWNER, GATE DRIVE-IN 


Mr. Kavrman. My name is Stanley Kaufman, and I am proprietor 


of the Gate Drive-In. Before we start let me tell you I had a million 
and one things to say, but I am extremely nervous so I will be lucky 
if I get just two across. 

Senator Jackson. Just take it easy. 

Mr. Kaurman. I bought this business from a partnership after one 
partner died. This was about 10 months ago. When I bought it I 
knew exactly what I was getting into. I knew the rent and I thought 
it was fair and just. 

What I didn’t know was the community situation. My cost of 
en and my help are considerably higher than the sag yr op- 

ration of a drive-in in Albuquerque, for the simple reason I don’t 
hae » adequate housing for my help. They must come up from Es- 
panola. Ihave to pay a higher salary to keep them up here. 

Senator Jackson. Did the owner show you his books to indicate 
the cost of labor and maintenance and so forth? 

Mr. Kaurman. The gentleman who died was involved with the 
Government and he hadn't paid taxes, I think, in 4 or 5 years. 

Senator Jackson. Then the Government has most of the books 
tied up. You mean the books were a little confused. 

Mr. Kavrman. Plusa few other things. 

Representative Barres. If he owed taxes, he must have been making 
money. 

Mr. Kaurman. He had another business in Santa Fe so he could 
take a chance. I came up here and, as I say, I knew exactly what 
I was getting into on the rent. My big problem i is maintenance and 
I have to go to the Zia Co. when I w ant something done. I have had 
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a little trouble with my equipment, which is natural in any restaurant 
business. If I want a root beer barrel fixed, I have to call the Zia 
Co. at least three times to get the job right and I have to pay three 
times for a job that should have been done once. Then I have to sign 
a blank piece of paper stating the job was done. W ~ I sign it, 

is blank. I don’t know what the job is going to cost. I don’t wis ea 
what the cost is until I get the mail. I open it very easy—to be sur- 
prised, which I usually am. 

Another problem is my food costs. I charge the same food prices 
as most drive-in’s in Albuquerque and some of my prices are a little 
lower. It is a competitive price. There are times when I am a little 
short on food. Iam not ina big city. I have to drive a hundred miles 
to pick up a supply or bring it in with Carco Airlines. This auto- 
matically drops my percentage of profit. 

Senator Jackson. On your food, can’t you get that shipped up by 
truck? 

Mr. Kavrman. I am not in a normal community. My meatman 
comes up once a week. I have a walk-in box and a few freezing com- 
partments. If I do run short or run out of some item, for ex es if 
I have a good run on steak sandwiches, then I have to fly them by Carco 
from Albuquerque. This drops my percentage of net profit, or pre- 
vents my making a net profit. I don’t know yet. Iam only here 10 
months. I pay the rent—which I am happy with. I would be a lot 
happier if it was a little cheaper. 

Another little thing I didn’t know when I came up here—it isn’t a 
little thing, but a big thing to me. There is a thing in town called 
the “Burger Buggy.” In fact, it is right out in front. This is a 
mobile home actually. It is a converted trailer which is a hamburger 
stand. 

I understand—and I could be wrong—that this gentleman doesn’t 
pay any rent at all. He is stationary and he has been stationary for a 
good many years. He opens in the evening and sells hamburgers and 
hotdogs. Fine, he is making money. I know ev ery time he takes in a 
dollar, I feel that a half a dollar is coming out of my pocket. I would 
like to know what is going to be done. I don’t mind that the man 
isn’t paying rent. I would like to make a deal with the Government 
that would give me the same rent that he has. 

I don’t mean to be sarcastic. Iam just a little upset. That is about 
all Thavetosay. I will answer anything I can—if I can. 

Senator Jackson. Are you operating at a loss now ? 

Mr. Kavurman. No; we are operating at a break even point. I felt 
our summer months would be real good. My wife is working for the 
first time since we were married—which is 9 years—and she is helping 
me break even. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Wilson, what about the hamburger “buggy” ? 

Mr. Wirson. There is a “Burger Buggy” right out in front. 

Chairman Anperson. Does it pay rent ? 

Mr. Witson. No; it does not pay rent. It occupies the street. It is 
a trailer owned by a private individual which occupies the street. He 
has gotten from the county a license to do business on the streets. My 
only suggestion to Mr. Kaufman is that if he can do so that he get the 
same kind of a license and be right alongside of him. I don’t recom- 
mend that necessarily. It is a case of a business operating on the 
public streets under a license issued by the county commissioners. 
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Mr. Kavurman. I understand that this trailer hasn’t been moved in 
years. I understand—and I could be wrong again, but I don’t think 
so—that no mobile unit can be parked on a public street or public park- 
ing spot for 24 hours. eke 

Senator Jackson. Have you talked to the county commissioners 
about it? 

Mr. Kavurman. No; I don’t even know the county commissioners. 

Senator Jackson. Two of them were present here this morning. 
I think that is the agency that has jurisdiction. Apparently from 
what Mr. Wilson has said under the laws of New Mexico the county 
commissions are empowered to pass appropriate ordinances to deal 
with this specific situation. Is that essentially the situation, Mr. 

Wilson ? 

Mr. Wison. Yes, sir; and that is certainly one of the things that 
I believe the county commission should do; that is, pass regulations 
that regulate the people within the community. The AEC does not 
want to be a policing agency. 

Senator Jackson. I suggest that you take this up—and I think the 
committee would—with the county commissioners as to any unfair 
practice, especially if there is a regulation to the effect that a vehicle 
cannot park in any one place longer than 24 hours. 

Mr. Kaurman. I am not sure 

Senator Jackson. They appear to be two very fine individuals and 
I am sure they will be very fait about it. I would strongly recom- 
mend—speaking only for myself—that you talk with the commis- 
sioners and explain the situation. 

Mr. Wirson. I would like to point out one other thing. The streets 
still do belong to the Commission. I mean the Commission paid for 
the streets. The Commission built them. It is true the Commission 
owns them; that is the AEC, but also we have very definitely indicated 
we would like to have the county commissioners themselves regulate 
traffic and that sort of thing on the streets. 

Senator Jackson. As far as that is concerned, you have a definite 
understanding, I gather, from the testimony this morning from the 
commissioners, that this is within their area of jurisdiction and that is 
the way you have been operating. 

Mr. Wirson. That is right. 

Senator Jackson. Why don’t you do that then and talk with the 
county commissioners. 

Mr. Kaurman. I do feel that if the rents were adjusted to the na- 
tional average we would be able to show an increase and be able to 
throw more money back into the business for equipment, for additions, 
and so forth. 

Senator Jackson. We appreciate that problem and that point has 
been made by the other witnesses. The committee is going to consider 
all of these matters very carefully. 

I suggest in the meantime you keep in touch with the Commission. 


Of course you have stepped into the shoes of your predecessor as far 
as the lease is concerned. 


Mr. Kavurman. This I understand. 

Senator Jackson. I would strongly recommend that you call the 
attention of the county commissioners here to any unusual hardship 
situation you may find yourself in. Thank you very much for coming 
up. 
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(Subsequently the following letter was received from Mr. Kauf- 

man :) 
Los ALAMos, N. Mex., December 11, 1959. 
Re additional information relative to testimony at Joint Atomic Energy Com- 
mission (subcommittee) hearing at Los Alamos for inclusion in the record. 

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senator, 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR: I am writing this letter with the request that the information 
submitted herewith be included in the record of the hearing of the congressional 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy held at Los Alamos, on December 7, 1959. 
It is my understanding that the record will be open for 2 weeks for such addi- 
tional information. 

You will recall that I testified briefly at the hearing in connection with the 
problems confronting me as they relate to the operation of my business at Los 
Alamos, the Gate Drive-In. 

From discussion had with disinterested persons who heard my testimony, it 
appears that my statement as it pertained to my relationship with the Zia Co. 
may have been, in some respects, understood in a manner other than I intended. 
I refer to my testimony in regard to signing blank work orders for work to be 
performed by the Zia Co. at my place of business. I believe I left the impression 
that this mode of procedure was unfair to me. I did not know at the time that 
I could always call upon the Zia Co. to give me an estimate of the cost of any 
work needed at my place of business. I have since been informed by other 
merchants at Los Alamos that this procedure was always available. 

I would also like the record to reflect that from an overall standpoint, the 
Zia Co. has been extremely cooperative in assisting me in the solution to any 
problems which I have had and which they are authorized to assist in. 

May I request that this letter be incorporated into the record of the hearing. 

Thank you for your assistance and courtesy in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
STANLEY KAUFMAN. 


Senator Jackson. We will turn now to the public use of the air- 


strip which is the last topic on the agenda. The first witness will be 
Joseph J. Devaney. 


The Chair has received a letter from Mr. Cyril C. Thompson of the 
Aircraft Owners & Pilots Association, W ashington, D.C., together 
with a statement by Mr. Thompson in which he made the request that 
the statement be placed in the record. If there is no objection, the 
statement consisting of five pages will be included at this time. 

(The letter and statement referred to follow:) 


AIRCRAFT OWNERS & PILOTS ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., December 4, 1959. 
Hon. Henry M. Jackson, 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Los Alamos, N. Mez. 


My Dear SENATOR: You will find attached a statement that we should like to 
have included in the December 7, 1959, hearing record of your committee on the 
question of opening the Los Alamos airstrip to public use. We regret that it is 
not possible to have a Washington representative of AOPA present in Los Alamos 
on the hearing date. 

In the event there should be some delay or miscarriage of air mail, we are 
sending a copy of this statement to your Senate Building office in Washington. 

Very sincerely, 
Cyrit C. THOMPSON. 

Enclosure. 

STATEMENT By CyrkIL C. THOMPSON 


My name is Cyril C. Thompson. I enter an appearance at this hearing for 
the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association. 

The AOPA, representing approximately 75,000 aircraft owners and pilots— 
general aviation users of the airspace—urgently requests that immediate action 
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be taken by appropriate Federal authority to make the Los Alamos airstrip 
available for public use. In the event that the Atomic Energy Commission does 
not wish to act as the provider or operator of a federally owned joint-use air- 
port, we urge that an acreage of the land now including the landing strip, suffi- 
cient for the runway, essential airport buildings, parking areas, approach areas 
and clear zones, be decleared surplus for transfer to Los Alamos County. The 
county could then make plans to become a civil airport sponsor under the terms 
of the Federal Airport Act, arranging to provide the much needed small airport 
to accommodate private and business aircraft based in the Los Alamos area or 
aircraft having reason to land in or depart from the area. 

The community of Los Alamos is now surrounded by a prohibited area in 
which all flying, except by an AEC chartered taxi service, is barred. The 
original reasons for establishment of this prohibited area (reasons of security) 
no longer exist. Los Alamos is now an “open” town around which hiking, 
photography and picnics may be enjoyed by the public, except in a small portion 
use for technical purposes. In fact, it is also reported that most of the pro- 
hibited airspace overlies land neither owned nor controlled by the AEC. Air- 
craft owners in the area have requested that the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Agency take immediate steps to remove the Los Alamos airspace re- 
strictions or work out with AEC an arrangement under which the public may use 
the airstrip. The AOPA gives solid support to this request and asks for appro- 
priate action to permit public use of the airspace over and around the Los Alamos 
landing strip. 

More than 30 private and business aircraft are now owned by residents of the 
Los Alamos area. There are several times that many resident pilots, and an 
estimated 200 general aviation aircraft users from other points in New Mexico 
and surrounding States who have normal business or personal reasons to visit 
the Los Alamos community each month. 

At this point it seems appropriate to add to this hearing record a statement 
from the President’s Civil Air Policy Report—“The American people have ac- 
cepted the airplane as a primary means of travel.” To make use of this accepted 
means of travel and communication, the citizens of Los Alamos County have this 
organization’s support in their appeal— 

(1) To obtain a revision of the airspace restriction P-207 to allow private 
flying in the portions of the area now open to general public use, and 

(2) To obtain the privilege of utilizing the 4,800-foot, paved, lighted runway 
located in the town of Los Alamos but presently restricted to use by only the air- 
craft of a private air service contractor, Carco, Inc. 

The nearest public airport facility is some 50 car miles from Los Alamos. 

An example of the hardship imposed on general aviation by the Los Alamos 
prohibited area can be seen in the fact that this area is of such extent that 
a pilot wishing to fly directly from the State capital of Santa Fe to the growing 
metropolis of Farmington, N. Mex., cannot do so, but must, in effect, detour 
around the Jemez mountain range 

Another example is provided by an incident earlier this year when the State 
police were refused permission to fly along the highway leading into Los Alamos 
in search of a missing teen-age girl who was believed to have driven her car off 
the road. She was eventually found near her wrecked automobile at the bottom 
of a steep cliff, practically invisible from other cars on the highway. No one 
will ever know if she was alive at the time of the request by the State police to 
fly along the highway. 

The AOPA, on June 1, 1959, directed a letter to the Administrator of the Fed- 
eral Aviation Agency asking for a clarifying FAA policy statement on the re- 
moval of airspace restrictions over Los Alamos. It was pointed out that there is 
inconsistency in prohibiting use of the airspace over the city of Los Alamos 
which is now opened to the public. The reply from FAA (July 10, 1959) stated 
that permission to use the airstrip must be obtained from the Atomic Energy 
Commission; that “all special use airspace” was being reviewed ; that a modifica- 
tion of the Los Alamos order P-207 wonld be sought “if found desirable after 
consideration of all relevant factors.” 

To expedite action in this matter, AOPA on July 138, 1959, directed a letter to 
the Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission asking clarification of the 
policy situation with reference to use of the Los Alamos airstrip, pointing out 
that an airspace restriction over the “open” city and county of Los Alamos would 
seem to warrant a prompt review, in the public interest. The reply from AEC, 
dated July 24, 1959, was signed by the AEC Director of Military Application, 
Alfred D. Starbird, brigadier general, U.S.A., whose statement included the 
following : 
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“AEC has moved its classified laboratory installations away from the com- 
munity thereby permitting free access to the community area. However, secu- 
rity of the laboratory installation necessitates continuation of the Los Alamos 
prohibited area (P-—207). 

“Aside from programmatic considerations, if Logs Alamos residents were au- 
thorized use of the airstrip, there would be understandable pressure for enlarg- 
ing such authorization to include the general public. AEC is not prepared to 
assume the role of an airport operator with the concomitant responsibility and 
liability for such operation. 

“Accordingly, it has been determined that the Los Alamos airstrip should 
not be open to private use.” 

If this statement by General Starbird represents an AEC policy decision with 
respect to public use of the Los Alamos airstrip when both the city and county 
are “open”, we respectfully inform your committee that it is not acceptable to 
the citizens who are members of this association, many of whom live in the 
Los Alamos area, in New Mexico and adjoining States. 

The AOPA and its members throughout the 50 States have not failed to 
acknowledge the wartime emergency need for airspace prohibitions and restric- 
tions in the interest of national security. We do believe, however, that Federal! 
agencies and military units must acknowledge the requirement, in the public 
interest, to have civilian activities in the national economy return to normal after 
the emergency no longer exists. 

In this connection, it is helpful to recall statements by the chairman of the 
Senate Armed Services Investigating Committee and other Senators on July 
2, 1952, at a meeting called because it was believed “the Air Force was not 
giving adequate consideration to the equities involved in their relationship to the 
Portland (Oreg.) community.” It was pointed out by a member of the 
Senate committee that the defense agency then involved “felt itself in a strong 
legal position and apparently intended to stand in that position giving no rea- 
sonable consideration in equity.’ He said that he was frequently called upon 
to combat isolationists in defense of the Air Force in it’s program of expendi- 
tures for bases abroad and did not intend to tolerate a situation where the 
agency gives no consideration to small equities on community airports at home— 
that the AF should not handle its business with local communities on a pound 
of flesh theory, but rather on a basis of the reasonable economics of each com- 
munity. At the conclusion of this 1952 Senate committee session, the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force agreed that his agency “must consider the public interest 
as a whole and must not give sole consideration to legal rights.” 

The AOPA urgently requests that the facts and equities related to the relief 
asked for by the aircraft-using citizens of New Mexico be reviewed immediately 
and that existing public-owned aircraft landing facilities at Los Alamos be 
made available for public use without further delay. 


Chairman Anperson. I have a wire from Seaborn P. Collins, which 
I take it Mr. Collins sent, not in his capacity as an official of one of 
the political parties, but as a man who flies his own plane. He said: 

Would like to strongly urge that your committee recommend the opening of 
the Los Alamos airport to private aircraft. Certainly the security of this 
country could not be jeopardized inasmuch as Russian scientists were allowed 
to tour Los Alamos. Your careful consideration is gratefully requested. 


Senator Jackson. Dr. Devaney, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JOSEPH J. DEVANEY, PRESIDENT, LOS ALAMOS 
AERONAUTICAL ASSOCIATION 


Dr. Devanry. I represent almost 100 members and active pilots 
of our association, and perhaps I can claim to represent the more than 
700 petitioners to the Atomic Energy Commission for a public aviation 

facility in Los Alamos. I shall speak i in favor of aviation and for a 
public airport. 

It is becoming increasingly clear that a town in the 1950’s without a 
convenient airport is like a town without a highway in the 1920's 

49176—60—_8 
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Here in Los Alamos we have to go further to a public airport than do 
the citizens of any city in New Mexico or Arizona of even 2,000 popu- 
lation except those of Zuni and La Jara, N. Mex., while a beautiful air- 
port lies at the edge of town, built with public funds, denied to the pub- 
lic, and unused 98 percent of the time. 

We are denied commercial and personal air transportation. I am 
advised that there are no operational reasons, no security reasons, and 
no safety reasons why our strip should not be opened to the public. 
Aviation is widely accepted as a convenient, safe form of transporta- 
tion, why not here? It is hardly necessary to point out that aviation 
has one of the best safety records. 

Aircraft are not toys, and their use is not a hobby; they are an ac- 
cepted, practical, safe means of transportation. We expect to use them 
as they were designed to be used, as superb transportation devices, 
both for business and for pleasure purposes, just as automobiles are 
used. 

We ask this committee to aid our efforts in the following three ways: 

1. Recommend the reduction of the obsolete, huge, prohibited zone, 
P-207, to a caution area with a ceiling of 11,000 feet, mean sea lev el, 
and over the technical areas only. 

2. Consider whether it is not in the best interests of the public to 
construct a regular airport at Los Alamos. 

3. Recommend opening the present airstrip. 

The present prohibited area, P-207, some 340 square miles in size, 
runs from the middle of the Valle Grande to the Rio Grande and 
from 2 miles south of Frijoles Caton to north of Espanola, and up- 
ward foreover. Since the opening of the town to the public on the 
ground, this restriction in the air is archaic and discriminatory. We 
ask that we be allowed to fly over what we can walk over. We propose 
that. prohibited area, P-207, be reduced to a caution area and that at 
altitudes below 11,000 feet mean sea level only, to be bounded as 
follows: By New Mexico State Highway 4 on the east and south, by 
New Mexico Alternate State Highway 4 on the north and west, to- 
gether with the actual confines of Bayo Canon and technical area 33; 
or by the hikers-prohibited area as shown in the “Los Alamos Office 
Hiker’s Map.” Such a restriction places all technical areas in the 
caution zone and makes all areas, now open to the public on the 
ground, open to the public in the air. 

If our city is to have normal conveniences and our Laboratory to 
have modern transportation we need a regular, municipal airport. 
We now have no commercial] transportation, the contract air carrier, 
Carco, can only carry unofficial travelers when vacancies exist. Even 
then, in the past, passengers have been bumped so as to miss connec- 
tions, and been left without transportation at an alternate field. Other 
cities, with fewer travelers than we, have regular commercial service. 
A regular airport can give us scheduled commercial service to Al- 
buquerque, to Denver, and perhaps to other cities. Moreover we are 
on the threshold of an explosion in the form of personal and business 
traveling. In actual fact, we are really in the midst of an explosive 
dev elopment of light planes as transportation devices. One aircraft 
company (Cessna) makes and sells more civilian light planes in 6 
months than there are civilian transport carrier planes i in existence in 
the United States, the latter now accounting for a mere 1.8 percent of 
all aircraft. The whopping majority (90.4 percent) of all civilian air- 
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craft are actually small single engine airplanes. Flying an aircraft 
takes no great skill (although it does take many hours (40) of careful 
trainin and is no more expensive than an automobile, (under easily 
ahalsite e circumstances, total cost is as low as to 4 to 7 cents per mile). 
Thus it is very foolish for a city not to have or to plan for a regular 
public airport. ; 

f our city is to have a regular public airport, where can it be 
placed? Our studies under the capable direction of Dr. Jasper Jack- 
son (who will give detailed testimony) have shown that because of 
the cahon-mesa type geomorphology of the Pajarito Plateau there is 
only one site that will permit a regular municipal airport to be built 
vithank staggering if not absolutely prohibitive cost. There are 
many sites for housing and laboratory expansion, but there is only 
one suitable for a regular airport. That site is in a small portion of 
the White Rock area to the north of the Pajarito Arroyo and south of 
the old townsite. This proposed airport site has the potential of 
accommodating any aircraft now flying. We propose, more modestly, 
that a two-runway airport, each runway a mile long, be considered. 
We suggest placing one runway along a 1954 runway survey so as 
to best fit the prevailing winds. The cross runway gives added capa- 
bility for high, other-direction winds. The distance of this airport 
and its traffic pattern from many portions of the very large White 
Rock area (over 2,000 acres) is large enough to be compatible with 
housing or other use. 

We note that it is considered in the public interest to construct 
roads to and from research sites; the AEC has constructed many such 
here in Los Alamos. We therefore ask for 2 additional miles of 
road; 2 miles of road that open thousands of miles to us (the public), 
to the Laboratory, to our employers, to commercial air services, to 
contractors, to official visitors, to consultants, to emergency trans- 
portation, to businessmen, to physicians; in short, to all of us who 
have any dealings with Los Alamos. A regular municipal airport 
is eligible for matching funds from airport funds set up to en- 
courage aviation by the Congress and administered by the Federal 
Aviation Agency. We have requested eligibility for such FAA grants 
during 1960. Granting this eligibility is contingent on removal of 
the prohibited zone over the site in question. Our county is im- 
proverished because of the overwhelming percentage of nontaxable 
property and nontaxable business, so we cannot turn to the normal 
source of funds for airport construction and we must turn to the 
Government and ask for an additional mile or two of road in lieu of 
taxes, if we are to have a regular airport at White Rock. It seems 
strange that the miles of road that are an airport are treated so dif- 
ferently from the miles that are highway. Nonetheless, we feel so 
positive that a public airport is important to the community that with 
permission only, we'll try to hack one out of the brush and tuff our- 
selves. It is fair to say, however, that we cannot bring such an air- 
port up to commercial standards without help. 

We note that a public airport at White Rock can be built to equal 
the standards of any throughout our country. Further there is no 
reason why a terminal very high-frequency omnirange radio station 
(TVOR) should not be approved, thus giving Los Alamos and its 
Laboratory a measure of all-weather flight service. Our present 
commercial transportation is nil, but even official Laboratory travel is 
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collision hazard). The different ecology, frequent use, and a termi- 








restrictions. 

I think it is fair to say that since an airport at White Rock leaves 
so many acceptable sites at large distances available for housing or 
other purposes, and because it 1s our first, last, and only site for a 
regular airport, a vast majority of Los Alamos citizens will support 
such a measure. Incidentally, the transferral of airport operations 
to White Rock will release the present airport site to possible housing, 
schools, or other uses. If it is possible to use the present site for 
housing, it will be convenient to utilities, the town, the existing 
schools, and is certainly cooler, being 800 feet higher. It should be 
noted that White Rock is as close timewise as the present airstrip to 
the Laboratory Administration Building. If Los Alamos loses the 
White Rock site it will have lost what is apparently its only hope for 
a regular community airport. 

Although White Rock is clearly best for a full munic ipal airport, 
the existing strip is entirely adequate for light-plane aviation. It 
is commercial service that will suffer, for the existing strip is too small 
for large aircraft. Even though the larger aircraft have more ex- 
perienced pilots, they cannot land and take off im the short. distances 
that a light plane with average pilot technique is capable of. We 
therefore ask that the existing loca] airport be opened to the public 
pending the possible construction of a regular municipal airport at 
White Rock. 

There is no reason why our airstrip should not be made public; no 
more reason than that our roads should not be made public. There 
are no security reasons, no operational reasons, and no safety reasons. 
Suprisingly enough the residents flying safety record is superior to 
that of the accepted air taxi service now using the field. Mr. Robert 
Jenkins, a flight instructor of vast experience ‘and a resident of group 
18A housing; and representatives of the very competent Federal Avi- 
ation Agency who watch over air safety everywhere are here to give 
expert testimony on the matter of safety. We strongly suggest that 
they and only they are qualified to judge the very technical matter 
of aviation safety. But, if the committee will permit, I will say, as 
a very average flying citizen, that this field is not unusual: It is not 
unusual to land on a mesa with cafions all around; abutting to, adja- 
cent to, or in the midst of houses, schools, factories, and so forth. It 
is not unusual to land at high altitude, on a single strip, with por- 
tions of surrounding countryside excluded by man’s law or by natural 
law, nor on a sloping runway, nor in the peculiar combination exist- 
ing ‘at our field: it is rather usual to find peculiarities of one form or 
another at ever ‘y airstrip. In many respects the fields at Farming- 
ton; Heights, Las Vegas; Aspen, Colo.; Gouldings, Utah; and Detroit 
City are “the same as or even far, far worse than ours, yet no one 
thinks it strange that they are approved, even for student training. 

Our safety is no less paramount to us than that of others. In an 
aircraft accident it is quite unlikely that an outsider be injured (the 
average U.S. rate for general aviation, including those who walk into 
a propeller, is about 10 external fatalities per year for some 90,000 
aircraft and nearly 700,000 pilots) ; if anyone is injured it is over- 
whelmingly the flyers. We do not want the present field, if it is un- 
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safe, but the experts advise us that it is entirely adequate for light- 
plane aviation and we therefore request use of a facility customary 
to cities of our size throughout the United States. We request use 
of a facility built and in use long before houses were constructed at 
one end. 

There is hangar space to the southeast in which we propose to con- 
struct neat hangars at our own expense. A 1,000-foot portion of the 
eastern overrun is usable as runway, increasing the length to 5,800 
feet. We have never proposed, nor do we now propose, nor do we 
actually need, to overfly any houses. Only a small fraction of the 
runway is needed for landings and we propose takeoffs only in a di- 

rection aw ay from houses (to the east), because of the 70- to 80-foot 
westerly rise of the strip and the high ground to the west. The noise 
of light aircraft is less than that of the multiengined aircraft now 
using the field, because light aircraft have less power and few have 
variable pitch propellers and therefore cannot spin propeller tips 
faster than the speed of sound (the prime source of noise). No 
tower is needed for a field with so little traffic. (Of the 60 civilian 
airports of New Mexico listed in the “Airman’s Guide” as well as the 
many unlisted ones, only 4 are tower controlled.) Bad weather will 
close down this field sooner than bad weather at White Rock, for ex- 
ample, but every field has its own peculiarities, and the w eather adds 
still more peculiarities so that pilots are accustomed, expected, and 
required by law to monitor the weather before taking a trip, enjoying 
a trip, and to cancel a trip or decide to seek alternate airports if the 
terminal airport of their flight is unsuitable weatherwise. Our strip 
is therefore not really unusu: al in any way. It does have its own fea- 
tures, but so do all airports. Many of the Los Alamos airstrip features 
are actually highly favorable, such as a completely clear approach and 
a long runway. We therefore ask that the Congress help rectify this 
absurd situation, existing nowhere else in the country, of denying to 
the flying public a prime, existing transportation aid which ‘lies al- 
most unused, which was built by the public, but is denied to the public. 

Mr. Chairman, statements were made by Mr. Paul Wilson this morn- 
ing that I desire to answer in regards to safety. 

Senator Jackson. You may ‘proceed. 

Dr. Devaney. The statement was made that there is grave midair 
collision danger toward using the existing strip 

Chairman ANperson. Would you cite the page of testimony as you 
go along? 

Dr. Devaney. It ison page 17, item 1, which reads: 

I believe that an increase in the number of planes using the strip will increase 

the hazard of flying in the vicinity. 
That is certainly true even if a man buys his plane in Boston. It in- 
creases the hazard throughout the country since he may appear any- 
where. But the matter of midair collision can be briefly answered 
by the following statements. 

The matter of midair or approach-departure collisions is a matter 
of law (Civil Air Regulations, CAR, pt. 60), that under visual flight 
rules (VFR) the aircraft commander is responsible for avoiding other 
traffic visually whether approaching, or ¢ Reparting from a multiple, 


single, or opposing traffic single runway field. Any pilot, who under 
VFR finds himself incapable of avoiding traffic is simply in- 
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competent. This we believe to be the definitive answer to possible 
collision hazard. However, in this particular case there are a few 
other points that should be borne in mind. 

In the flight to and from Albuquerque, Carco, the air taxi service, 
spends only about 10 percent of its time within the presently pro- 
hibited zone, P-207. Collision exposure is, of course, a product of the 
traffic intensity multiplied by the time. The traffic intensity at Los 
Alamos will be less than that at Santa Fe, less than that at West Mesa 
Airport, about that at Alameda Airport, and far far less than that 
at, Kirtland field. All of these sites lie close to the path of Carco, and 
the latter of which has (among others) military aircraft of the Cen- 
tury series conducting regular operations. Any experienced pilot 
will therefore advise that the additional danger at Los Alamos is 
negligible. It is moreover to be noted that Carco flies most of its 
trips during the week and the residents mostly during the weekend. 

Mr. Wilson, I believe, stated that there were six flights in and out 
of the field. This is the weekly workday number. There are only 
two on Saturday, Sunday, and holidays. 

Point three, also on page 17: 

Additional flying from the strip will increase the possibility of a crash into 
the DP area where plutonium is handled in sizable quantities. 

May I point out to you that even though there are expert pilots at 
the controls of the Carco aircraft, they cannot go around as easy as a 
light plane with only a very inexperienced pilot at the controls. 

“Also on page 17, the statement was made: 

There is a question as to whether the AEC can assume the responsibilities and 
liabilities of operating a public airfield as a part of its programatic functions. 
It is now operating an airfield, but only for the use of a private 
monopoly. We only ask that it do what it does for the roads; that 
is let the citizens use the airfield as the citizens use the roads and give 
the county commissioners lawmaking powers over the airfield. 

I believe that is all I have to say in my formal statement, Mr. Chair- 
man. 

Senator Jackson. Did you complete your statement ? 

Dr. Devaney. Yes, I have finished with my formal statement. 

Senator Jackson. Dr. Devaney, I want to thank you for a very fine 
presentation of the problem. I want to say that 1 personally am in 
complete sympathy with a need for the people up here to have an 
airport. The troublesome problem, of course, is where it should be 
located; where it could be located. Some reference was made by one 
of the witnesses to some Indian land that might be available which 
is about the same distance as the White Rock area or 9 miles. Are 
you familiar with that property ? 

Dr. Drevanry. Yes, we are. The Indians have repeatedly refused 
to lease land to us. 

Senator Jackson. Is it not correct that it is the same distance as 
White Rock ? 

Dr. Devaney. I think it is not correct that it is the same distance 
as White Rock. It is considerably 1 

Senator Jackson. I don’t know, but I thought they said it was about 


the same distance—8 or 9 miles, What. is your estimate of the dis- 
tance? Isit much further? 
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Dr. Devaney. Yes, it is quite a bit further. I looked it up on the 
aeronautical sectional and the entire distance measured on the sectional 
is about 10 to 12 miles of road and that is my understanding. It is 
mountain road and it is certainly 5 to 8 miles further. Puye and 
Espanola topographic maps show a distance of 8.3 miles additional. 

Senator Jackson. How about the terrain ? 

Dr. Devaney. It is not as nice. Dr. Jackson is more familiar with 
the terrain than I, but the terrain is not as nice certainly. 

Senator Jackson. As White Rock? 

Dr. Devaney. As White Rock. You see the point is this. One has 
to ask whether aviation is a valuable means of transportation. If it 
is, you want it convenient. The extra 5 to 8 miles is not far when you 
are taking a 100-mile drive, but it is very far indeed when you are 
trying to save time. 

Senator Jackson. In the discussion we had this morning I raised 
the question of how much of the actual acreage of the White Rock 
area would be needed for the airport. I understood that the Atomic 
Energy Commission had made some studies of airstrips in the White 
Rock area and made those available to the Aeronautics Society. Is 
that correct ? 

Dr. Devaney. That is correct. 

Chairman Anperson. Do those maps show about where the runways 
would be on that tract of land ? 

Dr. Devaney. Yes, sir, they do. 

Chairman Anperson. Is it in the neighborhood you have described 
here ¢ 

Dr. Devaney. I beg your pardon 

Chairman Anperson. Is it in the neighborhood you have mentioned 
here of being on the Rio Grande River and to the south. 

Dr. Devanry. Yes, sir; one of the runways that we propose as being 
one that would be best is based on that old survey. On the other 
hand in order to bring it to commercial standards some earth moving 
would be required. The second runway that we propose in case one 
wanted to go to a multiple runway airfield is one that we could our- 
selves attempt to bring to at least usable condition from our own 
people. 

Chairman ANnpErson. How much of the White Rock area would 
that remove from the possibility of housing? How much would it 
take ? 

Dr. Devaney. A 4,000-foot runway by 200 feet—the width of the 
existing runway is approximately 80 feet, but you need a little wider 
space, uses only 20 acres but on the other hand you must have some 
room for hangar space. We have estimated. and this isa little denser 
than is sometimes done—that we can put 25 airplanes per acre. At 
the present time we own 30 aircraft and it is perhaps not unreasonable 

to expect that will increase by a factor of 4 within the near future if 
a conv enient airport is available. So that would be, say, 5 acres plus 
20 or 25 acres total. 

Then one needs some reservations for approach and departure. For 
example, you cannot build a large building right at the end of the 
runway. 

Chairman Anperson. But a housing project wouldn’t involve a 
large building, would it, necessarily ? 
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Dr. Devanry. No, it wouldn’t and the airport proposed in 1954 
would be sideways to the proposed housing—sideways to the existing 
town site down there. 

Chairman ANbERsON. It was removed from it, was it not? 

Dr. Devanny. Yes, it would be roughly parallel to the Rio 
Grande—about. 1,500 feet from the canyon edge. It would enable 
a very large amount of housing to be constructed even a half mile 
from this site and sideways to it—not at the end. 

Chairman Anprrson. It would still leave several hundred acres for 
housing. 

Dr. Devaney. Yes, sir. Mr. Wilson only considered less than half 
of the existing White Rock area. The total White Rock area is 2,000 
acres, not 800. There is an enormous area south of Pajarito Canyon 
which is gently rolling which takes considerably more money for an 
airport, if you want to get a full mile for an airport but on the other 
hand I would think it would make very nice housing and it is larger 
than the whole area to the north which we discussed. 

Chairman Anperson. Thank you very much. 

I wish that some time you would arrange for us to have a look 
at that map the AEC pees ared. 

Dr. Devanety. Dr. Jackson will give you photographs of that 
material. 

Senator Jackson. Mr. Joseph A. Leary. 


STATEMENT OF JOSEPH A. LEARY 


Mr. Leary. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is Joseph A. Leary. I live at 3570 Arizona Avenue, Los Alamos, N. 
Mex. I have been employed by the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory 
for the past 15 years as a research scientist. 

I wish to present the following testimony which has been prepared 
by representative owners of noncommercial riding stables now located 
on the North Mesa. This testimony is endorsed by the majority of the 
stable owners. Because the North Mesa location for the air strip is a 
recent proposal, time has not permitted us to obtain all of the signa- 
ture. When obtained they w An be forwarded to the committee. We 
believe that endorsement by every stable owner will be forthcoming. 

Chairman Anperson. Do I understand you are dealing w ith the 
stable area and its possible conversion into an air strip? 

Mr. Leary. That is true, Senator. The testimony which we are 
submitting is prefaced by a remark that it is offered only in the event 
that North Mesa, Los Alamos C ounty is considered as a ‘possible loca- 
tion for this facility. In other words, if the North Mesa is not being 
considered, then this testimony is not relevant. However, we have the 
feeling that the North Mesa might be considered as a compromise 
location. 

Chairman Anperson. I don’t want this to be regarded as any final 
decision but I have the feeling that neither the AEC nor the other 
groups to whom I have t talked would regard that as an area which 
probably is not the easiest location to acquire. 

After all one of the problems I think at Los Alamos is to try to make 
the community extremely attractive to the people who live here. The 
golf course would make a good air strip, but there are reasons why it 
would be extremely unwise to try to take the golf course away from 
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the people at Los Alamos. It just happens that as an individual who 
was riding horseback both Saturday and Sunday that I think you 
would run into some pretty stiff opposition if you tried to take the 
stable area away. 

Mr. Leary. This is precisely our point. We are stable people and 
we would like to advance reasons why the North Mesa should not be 
given consideration for the location of an airstrip of any kind. 

Chairman Anperson. How would it be if we put in your statement 
and said that if we heard any suspicious noises that somebody was try- 
ing to take the North Mesa away from you we would notify you. We 
will put lights up in the church tower and then you could come charg- 
ing in. 

Mr. Leary. I think your fears are justified that we are operating on 
arumor basis. That is how we first heard of this. However, we called 
the Manager’s Office, Mr. Wilson, and asked him about this and it 
was truly being considered. I believe Mr. Wilson in his testimony 
mentioned North Mesa as a possible location. 

Chairman Anperson. I think it would be obligatory for Mr. Wilson 
to consider everything, including Main Street. Because there is this 
great. desire here by “the aviation enthusiasts to get an air strip, I 
think in ge normal discharge of his duties, he would have to consider 
them. I don’t want to spe: ak for Mr. Wilson, but I ser iously question 
whether he is about to recommend it. 

Mr. Leary. I see. 

Chairman ANpeRsoN. You go ahead though and do what you wish. 

Mr. Leary. No, if you say there is no possibility of this air strip. 

Chairman ANnperson. Would you feel, Mr. Wilson, this witness 
could take it easy for a few weeks anyhow. 

Mr. Wirson. I at least informed him, as I have others, that if there 
was a possibility of using it, we would certainly notify them and we 
would listen to what they had to say against the air strip. 

Chairman ANnperson. Would you “be satisfied with this, Dr. Leary? 
If the Atomic Energy Commission decide they might use it for an air- 
strip, I can promise you, they will notify the Joint Committee in 
advance and that we then will give you a special hearing out here on 
it. 

Mr. Leary. This would be very fine. That is all we want to be 
sure to get. 

Senator Bennerr. That is fine. 

Chairman ANperson. You will notify us, Mr. Wilson, if you start 
taking away from the “horsey set”. 

Mr. Wirson. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Anprerson. Thank you. I think that will save some 
time because I really believe that is not the best location. If you will 
leave your statement, however, it will go in the record. 

(The material submitted by Mr. Leary follows :) 











STATEMENT OF Los ALAMOS STABLE OWNERS IN REGARD TO THE LOS ALAMOS 
AVIATION Facitity (NorTH MESA LOCATION ) 


Discussions with Mr. Paul A. Wilson, manager, LAAO, and with owners of 
private aircraft have indicated that “North Mesa,” Los Alamos County, is being 
considered as an alternative location for a public aviation facility. In our 
opinion, this location is not in the best interests of the majority of Los Alamos 
residents. This opinion is based on a full evaluation of the recreational and 
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safety factors involved in utilizing the facilities that now exist on North Mesa 
and the effect of a naviation facility in this area on these facilities. 

These facilities presently consist of approximately 125 individual stable areas, 
Each stable lot is leased on an annual basis from the AEC through the Zia 
Company, Real Estate Division. The individual stable owners have improved 
this land entirely at their own expense—from bare mesa to what is now a very 
active community recreation area. The total investment by these individuals, 
including horses, is estimated to be in excess of $330,000. More than 500 Los 
Alamos residents are directly utilizing these facilities. Typical stable owners 
include members of the Los Alamos Medical Center professional staff, the Los 
Alamos Scientific Laboratory professional staff, the Zia Company, the Atomic 
Energy Commission and concessionaire businessmen of the community . 

One of the numerous benefits provided by these facilities is adult recreation, 
which without doubt makes Los Alamos a more enjoyable community in which 
to work and live. It is significant that the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory 
recruiting bulletin invariably features horseback riding as a community activity. 

In connection with the adult activities, the Los Alamos Sheriffs’ Posse also 
contributes directly to the community welfare by assisting in traffic control, 
emergency search and rescue operations, and encourages youth organizations 
such as the 4-H Club and the Junior Sheriffs’ Posse. A recent activity of the 
Los Alamos Sheriffs’ Posse was the construction of a Posse Lodge on North 
Mesa. This lodge has been evaluated at approximately $30,000. This accom- 
plishment is typical of the “pay your own way” spirit that has always been 
displayed by the stable owners. 

Th most important single contribution of these existing facilities is to the 
youth of Los Alamos. Approximately 250 children utilize this recreational area 
on a year around basis. In addition to care of the stock and pleasure riding, 
these children operate their own 4-H Club and Junior Sheriffs’ Posse. As near 
as can be ascertained, none of these children has ever been involved in a 
juvenile delinquency case. Essentially all of the adult stable owners consider 
that this participation by the youth is the principal reason for having stables. 

Based on the foregoing description, one can estimate the impact that an 
airstrip on North Mesa would have on the existing recreational activities. At 
the present time the areas that are open to riding by children and adults are 
rather limited. Barranca Mesa bounds the area to the north, the community 
picnic grounds, Little League baseball fields and golf course bound to the 
west, while the archery ranges and laboratory restricted areas limit the area 
to the south. Thus the North Mesa area that is being considered as an air- 
strip is the only remaining riding area that is adjacent to the stables. 

Another principal objection to locating the airstrip on this mesa is the general 
incompatibility of horseback riding and airplane flying. Experienced horsemen 
sincerely believe that children cannot safely handle a mount in the vicinity of 
aircraft noise. 

A final disadvantage is the severe limit that would be placed on the future 
stable requirements of the community. In spite of the fact that stable owners 
have been required to move and rebuild stables four times, these recreation 
facilities are rapidly expanding. Because of the existing installations, more 
residents now are willing to devote time and capital to participate in this 
endeavor. As an indication, the number of stable rental agreements in this 
area has increased 20 percent within the last year. An aviation facility would 
remove a major portion of the area remaining for future stable development. 

It is generally recognized that any airstrip located on North Mesa is limited 
to private flying, and cannot be extended to serve as a commercial community 
airport. Therefore the question of locating an airstrip on North Mesa is a 
question of recreational value. From this viewpoint, it is difficult to justify 
the installation of a new facility at the expense of a flourishing community 
asset. 

From the testimony presented in this discussion, it is respectfully submitted 
that the addition of an aviation facility to North Mesa would seriously endanger 
those using and severely limit facilities already actively serving the community. 


J. J. BANTA, 
Secretary, Los Alamos Sheriffs’ Posse. 
Wma. C. FRANCIS, 
Secretary, Los Alamos Sheriffs’ Posse. 
J. A. LEARY, 
NoRMAN G. WILSON, 
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(A petition of the Los Alamos stable owners follows :) 


We, the undersigned stable owners on North Mesa, Los Alamos City, do hereby 
petition that an aircraft landing field shall not be located on North Mesa. 
Such a facility would not be in the best interests of the safe operation of exist- 
ing recreational facilities. 

Number Number 
of persons of persons 
Owner: using stable | Owner—Continued using stable 

H. H. Hudson Marjorie D. Dresback 

W. B. Humphrey Patricia A. Turner 

W. J. Seoggins Bernice S. Kelly 

N. Anglio 

Mrs. Virginia Banta 

Cc. A. Grant 

Vess A. Holleman 

Alton Pata 

Rex White 

Joseph J. Johnson 

Theodore S Eliot, Jr 

Lee Highin 

Carl H. Wehmhoff 

Louis Fox 

ROO: * CG ait ici seb inaiad 


J. K. Waters, Jr 
Te, Ra ea el cay (*) 
Patricia A. Kelley___.._-_----_ () 


_ 
DW PAIR OMAHWNWAOCAWUWAHRWAWN 


J.C. Dunn 

Terry I. Bell 

W. M. Taylor 

Mary T. Menzel 

William C. Francis 

SEIS. hi acetates 
FER GN cninsngiss Sctaacndceieibaaetanee 
Robert M. Frank 

rate ' WOM i 
H. O. Fulson 


Gerald 

M. Tennill 

R. N. Hopwood 

Chacon Charlie 

E. S. Robinson 

Cc. C. Linsbaugh, M.D 

Jonepl: &. Marts. occ cccsl 
Conrad L. Longmire 

i eh ee eee 
Beth H. Kellogg 


1 Denotes not a stable owner. 

Senator Jackson. Major Lane and will Mr. James Clayton, Mr. 
Robert Jenkins or Jasper Jackson come up. 

Major Lane, you may proceed. 


~ 
—~— =] 


STATEMENT OF MAJ. WILLIAM H. LANE, CIVIL AIR PATROL, 
COMMANDER, LOS ALAMOS SQUADRON 


Major Lane. My name is William H. Lane, Major, Civil Air Patrol, 
commander, Los Alamos Squadron. 

The objectives and purposes of the Civil Air Patrol, in its role as a 
volunteer civilian auxiliary of the U.S. Air Force, are spelled out in 
Public Law 476, 79th Congress, as follows 
To provide aviation education and foster civil aviation in local communities and 
to provide an organization of private citizens with adequate facilities to assist in 
meeting local and national emergencies. 

The difficulties inherent in carrying out this broad program with the 
nearest available airport 50 miles away are obvious. Lieutenant 
Niles’ statement covers obstacles to our air education activities. The 
emergency aspects of the CAP involve air-ground search and rescue 
missions, air support to civil defense, airlift of medical supplies, forest 
fire surveillance, flood patrol, courier and transportation services, and 
many other duties of a like nature. 

As the U.S. Air Force Air Rescue Service states, “Minutes mean 
lives. * It takes a minimum of 114 hours for this squadron to put our 

Santa Fe based aircraft in the air on a rescue mission. The Los 
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Alamos squadron is responsible for the major part of the coverage in 
northern New Mexico from Santa Fe to the Colorado line. This area 
includes much desolate and mountainous terrain, very difficult to 
search from the air. The time delay in getting airborne means just 
that much less area covered in the time available. _ 

In addition, the extra time, distance, and expense consumed in travel 
cuts down on our training activities, so necessary to maintain opera 
tional efficiency. Hangar space at Santa Fe is inadequate and expen- 
sive. Our maintenance work must be done in the open. This is often 
impossible because of unfavorable weather conditions. Tying down 
an aircraft in the open renders it vulnerable to weather damage. Sev- 
eral years ago we lost an aircraft because of extensive hail damage. 
With a at Alamos airport available to us, we could be able to build 
our own hangar and thus facilitate considerably our travel, mainte- 
nance, and protection problems. 

The increasing volume of air traffic in this State has resulted in a 
heavier incidence of search mission. In just a 1-week period last 
month, there were four searches involving four aircraft carrying nine 
persons over the area south, west, and northwest of this location. 

The proximity of an available fleet of private aircraft, to supple- 
ment Civil Air Patrol equipment in time of local or national disaster, 
is self-evident. Tests have proved the efficency of light aircraft in 
transporting essential personnel and equipment in and out of disaster 
areas. Access to limited areas, such as improvised landing strips, open 
fields, and even streets and highways is possible only to smaller air- 
eraft. which can land and take off where larger and faster aircraft 

‘annot. 

We believe the White Rock area offers the most promising possi- 
bility for a public airport for Los Alamos. In addition to the emer- 
gency aspects mentioned, some general community benefits are as 
follows: 

1. Availability when the present airstrip is closed because of 
weather, thus offering an alternate field for official flights which often 
nave to be canceled for this reason. 

No limitation to Los Alamos residents. Transient private and 
eaters aircraft used by private visitors, businessmen, contractors, 
consultants, and the like could utilize that location. 

3. Room for longer runways would make it possible in future to 
accommodate heavy multiengine craft for both Government and com- 
mercial flights. Also this location would remove the necessity for the 
present problem of one-way, one-pass landings and takeoffs. 
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4. Single operation. No conflict with Government interests would 
make it easier to administer and to interest a private operator, as well 
as possibly other business efforts relative to aviation. ‘This, in addi- 
tion, would contribute to county revenue through personal and business 
taxes, and offer expanded job opportunities to young Los Alamos resi- 
dents graduating from high school. The job opportunities for this 
“first generation” of Los Alamos residents is becoming of more con- 
cern as each year goes by. 

5. The demarcation of zoning problem for air corridors into the area 
would be considerably simplified. A minor revision of the existing air 
space reservation could be made by using Alternate State Road 4 as a 
clearly recognizable boundary. 

6. It is not at all resolved that an airport is incompatible with hous- 
ing. In many parts of the country, communities have been planned 
and built with an airport as an integral part of the project. 

In closing, I would like to mention that during the 13 years that I 
have lived and worked at Los Alamos, I have seen it grow from a 
temporary settlement of around 3,000 persons to its present status of 
a permanent community of over 13,000. During that period, the 
problem of a public aviation facility for our town has been of concern 
to many people, nonflyers included. 

Considering the past and continuing contributions of this commu- 
nity to the advent of the space age, it indeed seems somewhat ironic 
that we have not yet been able to participate locally in the air age. 

Senator Bennerr. Thank you, Major Lane. Are there any ques- 
tions? 

Representative Barres. Nothing. 

Senator Bennerr. Thank you very much. Realizing that the ma- 
terial which the witnesses have submitted in written form will go in 
the record, whether they read it or not, I would hope, since it is getting 
late, that the remaining witnesses would do what they could to sum- 
marize or introduce the material and give the material itself tous. The 
committee has no intention of cutting anybody off, but I am sure all 
of you realize how late it is. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JASPER JACKSON, VICE PRESIDENT, 
AERONAUTICAL ASSOCIATION 


Dr. Jackson. Senator Bennett, my testimony will take only about 
10 minutes. It consists of a description of these sites with aerial 
photographs and a plan which Senator Anderson requested a minute 
ago. If you don’t mind we could take 10 minutes and you can follow 
the description of these different sites on the aerial photographs that 
I have submitted and it will clarify these locations perhaps. 
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Senator Bennerr. Do you have enough copies of the photographs 
for every member of the committee / 

Dr. Jackson. Yes, but before I start I would like to have Mr. Rob- 
ert. Jenkins make a short statement. 

Senator Bennerr. That is perfectly all right. 

Dr. Jackson. Incidentally, my name is Jasper Jackson. I am vice 
president of the Aeronautical Association and Mr. Jenkins is our 
safety consultant. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT JENKINS 


Mr. Jenkins. I have just a very brief statement. 

[ live in Group 18A housing w here there has been a lot of comment. 

I soloed my first airplane in October 1928 and have been flying quite 
consistently since. I hold commercial license number 41189 with 
flight instructor’s rating. 

I instructed during “the civilian pilot training program on all 
courses given prior to World War II. I was district flight supervisor 
in the fourth region of the Civil Aeronautics Authority war training 
service program during its entire existence. 

I have over 6,000 hours of flying time logged to date and most of 
this time has been in the field of flight j instruction. 

It is my opinion that the Los Alamos airstrip is a safe airport. for 
personal and private use. Despite the particular combination of fac- 
tors at this airstrip, various safe, reasonable traffic patterns could be 
established. 

Senator Bennerr. Thank you, Mr. Jenkins. 


STATEMENT OF DR. JASPER JACKSON, VICE PRESIDENT, 
AERONAUTICAL ASSOCIATION—Resumed 


Dr. Jackson. My testimony consists of a survey of the airport sites 
alternate to the present airstrip. I have included with my testimony 
three aerial photographs with these different locations marked for 
your benefit. 
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The first area we shall consider is the White Rock area and in that 
area the section north of Pajarito Arroyo. You will see No, 1 marked 
on your photograph there. 

Chairman ANnperson. Could you help us out by saying to us, “We 
are now starting to fly from Albuquerque up to Los Alamos and we 
have followed the Rio Grande up to the White Rock location”? On 
which side of the river are we in this picture? 

Dr. Jackson. The right-hand side of the river. I can’t fly on the 
west side of the river. That is prohibited. This photograph was 
taken at 14,500 feet directly over Black Mesa looking south. 

Chairman Anperson. This is the east side of the river. 

Dr. Jackson. Directly over Black Mesa looking south toward 
White Rock. 

Chairman Anperson. We did a little scouting this morning 

Senator Jackson. We flew over the area. 

Dr. Jackson. If you have any questions, please interrupt me. 

This site (Site No, 1) is approximately parallel to the Rio Grande, 
about 1,500 feet from the ‘anyon edge. An extensive, detailed engi- 
neering survey for an airstrip on this site was made by the AEC about 
5 years ago. I might state here that I have a print of that survey 
here if you care to take a look at it although I would prefer, if you 
want permanent copies, that you ask the AEC because I want to hang 
on to this one. 

The maximum length runway on this site is 8,300 feet. The direc- 
tion is northeast- southwest—directly into the prevailing wind. The 
approaches are clear from both directions. The elevation is approxi- 
mately 6,300 feet mean sea level. The overall gradient is 0.9 percent 
rising to the southwest; however, to effectively utilize the site, some 
earthmoving would have to be done. If I may interject here, Mr. Hal 
Bean, FA A district airport engineer, has had a chance to look at this 
site this mor ning and is in the audience. 

In many respects this is the best airport site in Los Alamos County 
and the only one really suitable for airline service. It is long enough 
so that a runway could be constructed of sufficient length to handle 
any airplane which might desire to use it. This means that it even- 
tually could be used to provide scheduled airline service for Los 
Alamos, which is probably the only city of its size in the United 
States without public transportation of any kind. In addition, the 
extra length means that. cargo planes, for example, could be used by the 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory to haul vita equipment to test sites 
such as Mercury, Nev. Also, AEC contractors, such as Edgerton, 
Germeshausen, and Grier, who operate their own company planes, 
could fly personnel directly to Los Alamos without the delay presently 
encountered through the requirement of first going to Albuquerque to 
transfer to a Carco airplane for transportation to Los Alamos. 

This strip is sufficiently far from the White Rock townsite so that 
there should be no conflict with housing there. 

The topography at White Rock is such that it would not be feasible 
to locate an airstrip closer to the canyon edge than this location. 

Chairman Anpgerson. Let me ask you this question: How do you 
get from this airport site into Los Alamos? Do you have to go all 
the way around Santa Fe? 
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Mr. Jackson. No, sir. Actually New Mexico State Highway 4 goes 
directly to Los Alamos. It is approximately 10 miles from town to 
this site. 

Senator Jackson. Your first picture refers to New Mexico State 
Highway 4—— 

Dr. Jackson. That is correct. 

Senator Jackson. As I understand it the road is immediately ad- 
jacent to the White Rock plateau or mesa / 

Dr. Jackson. Yes, sir. That is correct. It is approximately 10 
miles from Los Alamos to the White Rock area. 

Senator Jackson. How far from the road out to the airport proper ? 

Dr. Jackson. Approximately 1 mile. 

Chairman Anperson. I asked a question a while ago and you gave 
me an answer that maybe I misinterpreted. I asked you, “Which side 
of the Rio Grande?” and you said, “East side of the Rio Grande.” 

Dr. Jackson. No, sir; I misunderstood. I thought you meant where 
was I when I took the picture. 

Chairman Anperson. I don’t care where you were. I want to know 
where the site is. 

Mr. Jackson. This is the White Rock site. Lamsorry. I misunder- 
stood. 

Chairman Anperson. This is on the west side of the Rio Grande. 
As I understand it, there are several good airport sites on the east side 
of the Rio Grande—very good sites, but the objection is that it would 
take a $500,000 bridge and heavens knows how many dollars worth of 
road work to straighten the earth. 

Dr. Jackson. I misunderstood your question. This is the White 
Rock area. 

Site No. 2: This is along a survey line several hundred feet south of 
the White Rock townsite. The length is 5,500 feet, but could be ex- 
tended. The direction is due east-west, with clear approaches from 
both directions. The elevation is approximately 6,400 feet mean sea 
level. The site is almost level for over a mile with an overall gradient 
of less than 1 percent, rising gently to the west. There would be very 
little earth moving required to make this site a usable airstrip, since 
there are no bumps or dips and no drainage problem. 

This site would make an excellent crosswind runway for site No. 
1 described above, in the event a multiple runway airport were desired. 

There are several possibilities south of Pajarito Arroyo, none of 
which, however, are as good as the sites north of Pajarito Arroyo since 
this area is more broken up. 7 

If you will refer to the photograph of the Los Alamos town proper, 
the third photograph, we shall consider other sites on the Pajarito 
Plateau. 

Site No. 3: This site is parallel to, but slightly west of, an extension 
of site No. 1. The maximum length is approximately 1 mile and 
virtually level although with an appreciable crosswise gradient. 
Grading and drainage would be somewhat of a problem due to this 
crosswise gradient, but could probably be managed without excessive 
difficulty. It would be possible to construct an east-west crossstrip of 
about one-half mile in length. 
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There are several other sites in this area on which short strips 
could be constructed, but they are in general only about a half mile in 
length without considerable earth moving. One-half mile is quite in- 
adequate for normal operation at this altitude. 

Pajarito Plateau can be visualized as a series of mesas, extending 
eastward from the Jamez Mountains as the fingers of an outstretched 
hand extend from the hand itself. The present Los Alamos airstrip 
is located on one of these fingers, as are the other sites to be considered 
in this section. They are all, therefore, similar to each other in re- 
spect to altitude, terrain, wind, weather, and orientation, and are 
correspondingly inferior to the sites in the White Rock area. A pre- 
liminary survey of these sites was made by the AEC at the time of the 


White Rock surv ey 


NORTH MESA SITE 


Site No. 4: This site is located approximately one-half mile north of 
and parallel to the present airstrip. It requires removal of two gravel 
roads and one powerline. The maximum length is 5,500 feet. The 
elevation is 7,300 feet mean sea level. The direction is nearly east- 
west. The average gradient is 1.5 percent, the east half being nearly 
level and the west half havi ing a grade of 3 percent. The approaches 
are clear from both east and west. 

There is room for a cross strip of about 300 feet in length at about 
30° to the runway described above. This would be used for landing in 
high crosswind conditions. 

his site could be used by light aircraft with relatively little grad- 
ing and drainage after remov al of the gravel roads and powerlines, but 
could not meet the minimum runw ay length requirement for scheduled 
airline service which is 5,600 feet for DC-3 aircraft at this altitude. 

Site No. 5, which is the Tank Mesa site is approximately 1 mile 
north of the North Mesa site described above and could accommodate 
an airstrip of about 4,500 feet in length. However, we understand 
that this mesa is reserved for future extension of Barranca housing, 
and shall not give it further consideration. 

Site No. 6 is located on the mesa known locally as Contractors’ Row 
extending eastward along the South Mesa access road from the south 
end of the Los Alamos C anyon bridge. It could accommodate an air- 
strip of about 6,000 feet in ‘length with a gradient of about 1 percent. 
This is sufficient to meet the minimum requirements of length and 
gradient for scheduled airline service. However, we understand that 
this area is reserved for a trailer park and shall not consider it further. 

This is the end of my submitted statement. However, in view of 
the mention of the site on the Indian land near Black Mesa, I should 
perhaps add a comment since that site was not included in the survey 
because it is not in Los Alamos County. 

I have talked to the Governor of San Ildefonso Pueblo three 
times this year and they are not interested in letting us have the land. 
It is very suitable for an airport. We have considered that for many 
years, but as long as the Indians won’t let us have the land, there 
is not much we can do about it. 

Senator Jackson. The reason I asked a question about it is because 
it came up this morning. 

Dr. Jackson. Yes. 
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Senator Jackson. In connection with the testimony of Mr. Wilson. 

Dr. Jackson. It would make a suitable site if we could get the land, 
but we haven’t been able to do so. 

Senator Jackson. If an arrangement could be worked out with the 
Indians, you think it might be suitable. 

Dr. Jackson. It might be we should look into it further. 

Senator Jackson. The lower elevation should help on length of 
the runway for commercial planes because the higher you go on a 
pretty hot day the more problems you are going to have. 

Dr. Jackson. That is quite true. 

Senator Jackson. The Indian land would still be lower. 

Dr. Jackson. Yes, it is around 5,600 feet. 

Senator Jackson. This would help cut down the expense of the 
length of runway you would need as compared with the one here at 
White Rock. 

Dr. Jackson. The distance down there is probably 12 miles. 

Senator Jackson. That wouldn’t be too much out of line if you 
could get a commercial airport as well as for your own planes. 

Dr. Jackson. Oh, certainly. There just seemed to be some question 
in the earlier testimony 

Senator Jackson. We have to go that far at home where I live in 
order to use a small plane. Some of them go even farther than that. 

Dr. Jackson. Oh yes, but I hadn’t mentioned that the distance on 
the road is 12 miles. 

Senator Jackson. That is a very helpful statement. 

Dr. Jackson. I have this print of the airport survey at White Rock 
if you care to see it. 

Senator Bennetr. He asked us to get one from the AEC. That is 
the only one he has. 

Chairman Anperson. I would like to have one of these. Off the 
record 

(Off the record discussion.) 

Chairman Anperson. The commitment has now been moved on to 
Mr. Wilson. He has agreed to furnish us with the same material. 

Senator Jackson. All right, fine. Thank you very much. 

(A supplemental statement by Dr. Jackson follows:) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF Dk. JASPER JACKSON, VICE PRESIDENT, LOS 
ALAMOS AERONAUTICAL ASSOCIATION 


Site No. 7: This site was not included in the original survey since it is not in 
Los Alamos County. It is located on land belonging to the San Ildefonso Indian 
Pueblo, directly west of and adjacent to New Mexico State Road No. 30. It is 
approximately 12 miles by highway from the Los Alamos Community Center. 
There is room for a main runway of about 1 mile in length, running due north- 
south, and room for a cross runway of about one-half mile in length, running 
east-west. 

This site has the advantage of being at a lower altitude (5,600 feet mean sea 
level) than any of the other sites described in the original survey. However, it 
has several disadvantages. It has a slope of about 3 percent to the east, and 
is subject to occasional flash floods. In addition, it is doubtful that this site 
would be suitable for instrument approaches due to the bluffs which rise abruptly 
from the floor of the valley at the western edge of the site. This site is in 
general inferior in all respects except altitude to the White Rock site for air- 
port purposes. 

Pilots from Los Alamos have tried unsuccessfully for several years to negotiate 
an agreement with the San Ildefonso Pueblo to lease this land for the purpose 
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of building an airport there. I have personally talked to the pueblo governor 
three times this year, but to no avail. 

I had planned to include topological maps showing the various sites with this 
supplemental testimony, but am at present in the hospital recovering from an 
appendectomy and shall send them at a later date. 

Senator Jackson. The next witness is Mr. Leon B. Engle testify- 
ing, I believe, in opposition. Following that will be the representa- 
tives of the Federal Aviation Agency. 

Mr. Engle, you may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF LEON B. ENGLE 


Mr. Ener. Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, the 
opening of the local Los Alamos airstrip to private flying presents 
problems of great enough magnitude to the personal welfare and 
safety of the 18—A housing area that I feel it is my public duty to 
present the following statements : 

The housing area in question is situated west of the present airstrip 
and is in direct line with the one-directional approach and landing 
of aircraft. This airstrip is bordered on the east and north by can- 
yons, to the west by electric powerlines and the housing area, and to 
the south by the main highway and an atomic fuel processing plant. 

The commercial airline, Carco Air Service, now using the field 
requires that their pilots have 4,00 hours flying experience, 1,000 hours 
being over mountainous terrain typical to the Southwest or equiva- 
lent. As stated to me by private flyers advocating us of the field, the 
greatest number of amateur pilots who would use the field have from 
250 to 350 hours flying experience. The fact is undeniable that the 
present strip would be used by pilots with considerably less experience 


than is now the case, in addition to which the commercial pilots now 
using the field are familiar with the characteristics, such as the preva- 
lent gusty crosswinds and sudden changes in weather conditions which 
can occur, 

One obvious potent hazard would exist in the one-way traffic situa- 
tion, in that takeoffs and landings would be orm Landing traffic 


on final approach is to a great extent hidden yy the Sangre de Christo 
mountain range in the background. Light- -plane takeoffs, without 
tower control, “might very conceivably be made in the face of landing 
traffic, to the extreme danger of all concerned. Any change in land- 
ing or takeoff pattern irrevocably forces aircraft over homes in the 
immediate v icinity, and even greater dangers become evident to resi- 
dents on the ground, the public highway, or workers in the adjacent 
atomic processing plant. Parenthetically, tower control at all times 
introduces cost considerations not even mentioned by the private flying 
advocates, and could at best lessen without removing the danger in 
opposed landings and takeoffs. 

The thought “of placing the safety and welfare of our families in 
the hands of pilots advocating use of the airstrip and its associated 
hazards is most alarming. In times of emergency there is an unpre- 
dictable element in human behavior. One cannot state beforehand 
the course of action any individual would take, right or wrong, in 
regards to his own and other people’s safety. I feel most strongly 
and emphatically that the opening of the airstrip to amateur flyers 
presents hazards and dangers to my family and the 18-A housing 
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area, and which has been strongly voiced by petition, 86 percent of 
the area definitely stating that they were opposed to the opening of 
the airstrip. 

The inevitable increase in transient flyers and commercial salesmen 
using the field, along with the night and early morning takeoffs, 
would increase the noise level to the extent that normal family living 
would be intolerable from the standpoint of noise. I think it should 
be pointed out that in many cases ownership of aircraft for amateur 
flying is a joint enterprise: two, three, and even more pilots all using 
the airct raft. On the few occasions when Carco has operated in the 
early morning or at night, my family has been awakened. 

Laboratory, AEC, and community officials have all indicated that 
the present 18-A housing has been an attractive improvement to the 
approaches to Los Alamos. This has been due in large part to the 
self-initiative and efforts of the people now living in this area. With 
the opening of the airport to private flying, the area would deterio- 
rate both as to desirability and appearance. The associated airport 
paraphernalia, such as oil drums and various types of aircraft hangars, 
are not compatible with the more pleasing aspects of community 
housing. Statements have been made that model-type hangars, and 
so forth, would be built. I think this is less than realistic when one 
considers the cost which such structures might involve, in addition 
to which one assumes that proper maintenance of aircraft is main- 
tained at all times for safety reasons. 

Forty-two families in the 18-A area have indicated by petition 
their desire to move from the area if the airstrip is opened. Unfor- 
tunately, many of them find themselves, as in my particular case, 
unable to obtain equivalent housing. The Los Alamos housing situa- 
tion is and will remain for some time to come an abnormal and diffi- 
cult problem. We have no hope, except by fortuitous chance, of 
obtaining equivalent housing at this time. If then the airstrip is 
opened, we have two choices available to us in the Los Alamos com- 
munity. We can stay where we now are and live with imposed and 
increased dangers to our families and intolerable noise, or move to 
less desirable and inadequate housing, neither of which are either 
desirable or right. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much for your statement. Are 
there any questions? 

Chairman Anperrson. Before we go on, I have received a good 
many letters with reference to this from people who did not. want 
to take the time of the committee to testify, but I believe the letters 
should go in the record. 

The first is from David R. Smith. The second is a letter that was 
written by Dr. Devaney to Paul Wilson a few days ago with reference 
to the situation. There is a letter from Mrs. Pauline L. Heil, a letter 
from William Natoli, M.D., and William F. Sears, M.D. I have a 
petition from Mrs. William W. Wood, and a letter from James 
Clayton. There are letters from L. Dick Tatro, George Welch, and 
D. W. Mays. Finally Mr. Devaney sent me a letter w ritten by Wil- 
liam T. Lovelace, Supervisor Inspector of General Safety, District 
Office, Federal Aviation Agency in which he points out the general 
safety of the situation. I would ask that those might be put in the 
record before the Federal Aviation people testify. 
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On December 2, 1959, Mr. Alan L. Dean, acting for General Que- 
sada, sent a letter to me with respect to the Los Alamos prohibited 
area saying, 


We are currently conducting a review of the utilization of all prohibited and 
restricted areas. Our purpose is to achieve maximum utilization of airspace by 
making available for general public use all airspace not required for the segrega- 
tion of hazardous activities. 

We have had the Los Alamos prohibited area under study for some time. The 
question of public transit through the area and use of the airstrip has been the 
subject of correspondence with Senator Chavez, Representatives Montoya and 
Morris. The correspondence indicated that there was local sentiment both for 
and against general public use of the airstrip. 


I would ask that this letter also be placed in the record. 

Senator Jackson. That will precede the testimony from the Fed- 
eral Aviation Agency people. (See p. 138.) 

(The letters referred to by Senator Anderson on p. 129 follow:) 


DECEMBER 1, 1959. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Encrgy, Albuquerque, N. Meg. 


Dear Sir: Rather than take up time during your committee hearing scheduled 
in Los Alamos for December 7, I wish to use this means of expressing my views 
on the present and future role of our community in aviation. 

I have been employed in Los Alamos for slightly more than 10 years, and 
have been an aircraft owner for the last 61% years. My wife and I each hold 
licenses as private pilots, and during my residence as Los Alamos I have accu- 
mulated about 1,000 hours of pilot time. About 700 of these hours represent 
travel on vacation or on weekend trips to nearby communities such as El Paso, 
Denver or Oklahoma City. This is mentioned to indicate the value and utility 
which aircraft ownership holds for my wife and myself. 

In 1957 I served as chairman of a short lived Airport Committee appointed by 
the Los Alamos County Commission. This committee was composed of three 
men actively interested in aviation, and four additional men not personally inter- 
ested in flying, but having the welfare of our community at heart. It was the 
feeling of this committee that an airport was a reasonable and desirable addition 
to our community life. After talking with local AEC officials, we abandoned 
our efforts, though perhaps this was an error. 

I have through these several years of activity developed the strong impression 
that while the local AEC officials may have an altogether proper interest in 
community activities such as golf clubs, swimming pools, ski areas, and ice 
skating rinks, they feel nothing more than antipathy for aviation activities of 
individual citizens. To substantiate this opinion I cite the fact that while all 
other communities of this size with which I am acquainted have some sort of 
airport facility available to the public, we have received no cooperation from 
local officials. 

The Los Alamos prohibited area is still in existence, years after the general 
public was free to walk over the majority of the area involved. 

To the best of my knowledge the local AEC officials have never availed them- 
selves of the excellent and expert knowledge of members of the FAA or CAA, 
though a very fine office exists in Albuquerque. It is difficult to understand how 
the local AEC officials have been able to make consciencious decisions without 
such counsel, so perhaps I am mistaken. 

While an enlightened Federal travel policy recognizes the value of official travel 
by private aircraft and establishes a standard of just reimbursement, it is my 
understanding that the local AEC officials are not interested in permitting such 
travel by contractor employees even though convenience and economy can be 
demonstrated. 

While various logical community functions have been incorporated in the com- 
munity master plan, I know of no recognition of the almost certain need for the 
establishment of an airport facility in the future. Apparently we are not to be 
permitted the luxury of scheduled airline service, though I suspect that a few 
cities of twice our size originate a comparable amount of air travel. 

I sincerely believe that the level of activity in personal aviation in Los Alamos 
today justifies a diligent examination of possible locations for a small airstrip. 
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I am also convinced that our community does have a future, and that future 
should include an airport which will attract scheduled airline service. Thus, I 
reach the conclusion that we who are active in aviation today and have an 
interest in our community of tommorrow, are compelled to urge the allocation of 
an area compatible with that community future we so strongly desire. This 
would be of much greater benefit to our fellow citizens than a location which 
would satisfy only our personal needs. 

Subsequent to your announcement of a public hearing to consider the requests 
of persons interested in personal aviation, the local AEC officials suggested that 
we examine the possibilities of an area on north mesa near the stables. This is 
not insignificant, in that it represents the first constructive AEC action in this 
field of which Iam aware. The area in question appears, unfortunately, to offer 
little to the community in general. Any airstrip which could be located there 
would have most of the disadvantages of the present airstrip and no advantages 
except increased palatability to some residents and officials. 

The only point impressive to me which has been raised questioning the use of 
the present airstrip by private pilots is that of potential hazard to laboratory 
facilities in the area, and thus to the community. While I am certainly not 
qualified to judge the degree of hazard involved, the fact that Dr. Bradbury sees 
fit to raise this issue is most impressive. I can only point out that if this is a 
concern one should hesitate to say that the existing situation is satisfactory. 
The aircraft currently using this airstrip are conceded by most people to have a 
slightly smaller probability of being involved in an incident affecting buildings 
in the vicinity. It would appear obvious, however, that should such an incident 
occur it would be far more serious if a heavy plane were involved with its larger 
quantity of fuel. One can cite the very unfortunate occurrence near Chicago 
Midway Airport on the morning of November 24, 1959, as an example of the 
importance of the quantity of fuel involved in such accidents. 

I feel it is now in order for the overall aviation problem to be reexamined. 
The advantages of an airport facility adequate to serve multiengine aircraft are 
many. First I would list convenience to official travelers. This convenience 
would result from reduction of the infrequent weather delays we now have, from 
avoiding the need to go to Albuquerque to get to Denver, from an increased usage 
of Denver as an optional roating to the east, and perhaps from a freedom from 
the present restrictior. co operation during daylight hours. 

Residents using airlines for personal travel could avoid the necessity of the 
drive to Santa Fe or Albuquerque, and visitors would no longer need to be met 
in those cities. 

These points assume that the scheduled airlines would desire to operate into 
an airport established to serve Los Alamos. Frontier Airlines has already 
indicated such interest. 

For the laboratory a larger airport should obviate the need of truck shipments 
to the Santa Fe Airport, could be expected to reduce costs of commuter runs 
between Los Alamos and Albuquerque by allowing the use of larger aircraft, and 
might reduce some travel costs if airline service does become available. Surely 
the above mentioned hazard to laboratory buildings would be reduced were such 
an airport established and the present area made available for housing, schools, 
and other needed construction. 

For myself an open airport would mean a significant reduction in the 4,000 
miles I drove last year to reach the airport. The increased utility of the aircraft 
would be of great value. When friends or relatives come on visits we currently 
have to meet them at the Santa Fe Airport, then after an hours drive try to 
explain that the Los Alamos airstrip we are passing is not considered safe for 
operation by private pilots. This is not easy when, as is usually the case, the 
visiting pilot bases his plane on a pasture far inferior to our local hard surfaced, 
level, 5,000-foot runway. 

Aside from the previously mentioned and possibly very remote hazard to labo- 
ratory facilities, I am unable to justify any arguments against use of this existing 
airstrip. If it is a reasonable location for an airstrip, I plead that qualified and 
impartial individuals decide what restrictions are necessary and that it be used 
to the maximum degree practicable. If this is not a good location for an airstrip 
or if, as appears likely to me, expert opinion indicates the field offers no prospect 
for airline service, I hope that plans can be made to rectify this deficiency in the 
forseeable future. 

Unfortunately, the most promising area for the development of a community 
airport is White Rock. With the large area of relatively smooth terrain in that 
vicinity it would seem easy to choose a location for an airport which would offer 
little or no conflict with proposed housing construction. The difficulty would 
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appear to be in a possible conflict with future laboratory expansion. In this 
respect I believe careful consideration might indicate that the overall advantages 
are sufficient to justify the denial of a small area to laboratory expansion. 

In conclusion, I wish to express my appreciation for your continued interest in 
the welfare of the community of Los Alamos ,and for your service to our Nation 
in the excellent job you have done through membership on and chairmanship of 
the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy. 

Most respectfully yours, 
Davip R. SMITH. 


Los ALAMOS, N. Mex., November 16, 1959. 
Mr. Pau A. WILSON, 


Manager, Los Alamos Area Office, 
7S. Atomic Energy Commission. 


DEAR PAUL: In connection with the Los Alamos Airport, it seems appropriate 
to bring to your attention the following items. I hope it is not necessary to 
note that the pilots are not only concerned with safety on Carco, at DP site, and 
in residential areas, but even more directly with our individual safety when 
flying our personal aircraft. It follows therefore that if our present strip is 
unsafe in any way, we, the pilots, do not want to use it. For the purpose of 
determining the safety of the field we have consulted expert pilots familiar 
with Southwest mountain flying, both within and without the Federation Aviation 
Administration, and without exception such pilots have advised that our strip is 
entirely adequate even for student training. 

To the nonpilot such a conclusion may seem incorrect, for it appears that the 
Los Alamos airstrip is very unusual, being— 

(1) located at high altitude, 

(2) ona mesa, 

(3) with only one runway, 

(4) located on a 14% percent grade, 

(5) abutting houses at the end of the runway, 

(6) adjacent to canyons, 

(7) such that takeoff and landing are in opposing directions, and 
(8) with a flight-prohibited zone over 2,000 feet to the south. 

The Los Alamos airstrip is, however, not unusual, as can be attested to by 
any experienced western light-plane pilot. Many airports throughout our West; 
routinely used by everyone, have one or more of the foregoing features together 
with additional features peculiar to their particular sites. It is not unusual to— 

(1) land at high altitudes, 

(2) and (6), land on a mesa adjacent to canyons, 

(3) with only one runway, (in fact, most small fields have only a single 
runway, as do many municipal fields), 

(4) have a 1% percent grade, 

(5) land over, adjacent to, or in the midst of housing. Fortunate indeed 
is the city that planned its airport convenient to the community, 

(7) land opposite to takeoff, and 

(8) land at a field one side of which is excluded physically or by law. 
Indeed such restrictions are usual, not unusual. 

Perhaps, however, the peculiar combination of circumstances at Los Alamos 
makes for an unusual airport where rules, required nowhere else in the country, 
might have to be considered. Our expert advisers do not think so, and their 
conclusion appears reasonable to us for we customarily use facilities that appear 
quite worse. Our airport has many good features: it is very long, with a 
completely clear approach containing a long approach overrun. There are very 
few airports that can boast of a glide angle of less than 1/30; ours is, of course, 
1/infinity ; to mention only a few favorable features. 

The peculiar circumstances of the former Heights airport in Las Vegas, 
N. Mex., for example, appear worse to me: It was located at about the same 
altitude, on a mesa, with rising and falling terrain along the runway so deep that 
aircraft momentarily disappeared on a takeoff or landing run, often with grazing 
horses present, and most important: with telephone wires at the runway edge 
along the customary approaches. My wife and I learned to fly at this field. 

Another example is the airstrip in Aspen, Colo., again located at about the same 
altitude (7,800 feet m.s.1), but now in a valley of 13,000- to 14,000-foot peaks 
where a go-around is prescribed. This strip is sloping, with opposing takeoff 
and landing, is at the edge of the town, and is so located that planes fly up the 
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valley or down it, and up the valley is necessarily over the town. Yet at this 
field student training is also permitted. 

It is therefore understandable why experienced pilots foresee no unusual 
hazard in opening the town airstrip, when ordinary flying uses worse fields. 

The laboratory director, Prof. Norris Bradbury, has expressed concern over 
possible collision danger with Carco aircraft, and also with DP site to the 
south. The resolution of such air-safety matters is, of course, within the province 
of the very capable air-safety experts of the FAA. Nonetheless it will be helpful 
to our efforts to win understanding, if we can bring to your attention the follow- 
ing relevant points. 

In the matter of midair or approach-departure collisions it is a matter of law 
(Civil Air Regulations—CAR part 60) that under visual flight rules (VFR) the 
aircraft commander is responsible for avoiding other traffic visually whether 
flying on or off airways, at a tower or nontower airport, climbing, descending, 
approaching, or departing from a multiple, single, or opposing traffic single run- 
way field. Any pilot, who under VFR rules finds himself incapable of avoiding 
traffic is simply incompetent. This we believe to be the definitive answer to 
possible collision hazard, however it may be reassuring to add a few more perti- 
nent points. 

In the flight to and from Albuquerque, Carco spends only about 10 percent of 
its time within the present prohibited zone, P-207. Collision exposure is, of 
course, a product of the traffic intensity multiplied by the time. The traffic 
intensity at Los Alamos will be less than that at Santa Fe, less than that at West 
Mesa Airport, about that at Alameda Airport, and far, far less than that at Kirt- 
land field, all of which sites lie close to the path of Carco, and the latter of which 
has (among others) military aircraft of the century series conducting regular 
operations. Any experienced pilot will therefore advise that the additional 
collision danger at Los Alamos is negligible. It is moreover to be noted that 
Carco flies most of its trips during the week, the residents mostly during the 
weekends. In addition Carco has the benefit of a flight advisory service which 
can easily, but apparently quite unnecessarily, be extended to public operations. 

Concerning the matter of go-around, it is clear that there should never be 
a need for a go-around toward the West, the approach is so clear (ratio 1/ 
infinity), the field so long (4,800 feet with about 1,000 feet eastern overrun—with 
about 1,000 feet or less needed for a light-plane landing), and the 1% percent 
decelerating grade so large, that we have always thought of this field as a “no- 
go-around” type, of which there are many in the southwest. It should also be 
mentioned that an airborne aircraft turns either way regardless of wind, and 
there is no need (nor even is it advisable here) to turn into the wind on a 
possible go-around. This fact is well understood by pilots and is a regular 
feature of student training. It is to be noted that the North is unobstructed by 
terrain features and is a proper choice for a go-around. 

Because of the features of our field we believe go-around capability is not 
an important matter, as I have noted above. We think this is true even for 
aircraft of the size of a DC-3, but we should point out that the typical light 
plane with an average pilot can take off and land (a measure of go-around 
capability) 2 to 4 times in the length of our strip, whereas a Carco twin-bonanza, 
for example, can land and take off only once in a strip of this size. 

This fact results because the average light plane— 

(1) Travels slower; and 
(2) Needs opening the throttle and closing carburetor heat only, to change 
from landing to climb configuration. 

On the other hand, a twin bonanza— 

Travels faster: and 
2) To change from landing to climb configuration, one must— 
(a) open throttles. 
(b) close carburetor heat (takeoff propeller pitch has presumably been 
set on letdown), 
(ce) set elevator trimtab. 
(d) set rudder trimtab (setting aileron trimtabs not necessary), 
(ec) retract flaps to takeoff position, and 
(f) retract landing gear, 
all of which takes more time, which at the higher speed of the twin eats up 
more distance. 

Now it may be that different techniques can eliminate one or more items or 
competence speed the performance of these items, but from the point of view of 
actually going around, there is no question but that the light plane goes around 
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easiest even with an average pilot at the controls. However, as we have noted 
there is no need for this capability in a westerly landing. (Easterly landings 
are downhill and go-arounds are no hazard.) 

It appears more and more clear that the very best proposal for the future of 
the Laboratory, our town, and its air service, and housing considerations, is 
that of a regular airport in a portion of the large White Rock area. With its 
lower altitude, clear approaches, multiple-runway possibilities, better weather, 
equal closeness in time to the Laboratory, this site is clearly best. Such a pro- 
posal, if accepted, will release the present site, perhaps more desirable for 
housing (being cooler and closer to town). Moreover the old White Rock town- 
site and very large portions of the remaining White Rock area, both north and 
south of the Pajarito Arroyo will be available for either Laboratory use (since 
many operations are compatible with an airfield that are not with housing), or 
for housing. All we need is a mile or so of straight road or highway down there 
and we are in business. We note that more than 600 Los Alamos citizens have 
petitioned the Atomic Energy Commission for a public airport. 

Even if it is desired to reproduce a strip as good as the present one, the AEC 
may not have to bear the total cost. FAA-approved airports are eligible for 
Federal matching funds, moreover, as evidenced by the multitudinous county 
airports throughout the country, county bond issues for further support are a 
possibility, even though our county is indeed poor with its very large nontaxable 
property percentage. 

Clearly this solution will provide safer Carco transportation in marginal 
weather and moreover enable flights under low-stratus decks and very high 
winds that otherwise would be impossible. I am not articulate enough to 
express how strongly I feel that a regular airport at White Rock is truly the 
best solution to the Los Alamos Airport problem. 

On the other hand we are content with the present strip, so long as the experts 
advise us that there is no reason why it should not be opened. We, therefore, 
continue to press for the use of this routine transportation aid. 

Very truly yours, 
JOSEPH J. DEVANEY, Ph. D., 
President, Los Alamos Aeronautical Association. 


Los ALAMOs, N. MEXx., November 20, 1959, 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: As a resident of the airport housing area in Los 
Alamos, I would like to register a protest against opening the Los Alamos air- 
strip to private planes and their amateur pilots. 

First, I object on the grounds that opening the airstrip would add an unnec- 
essary safety hazard for my family and other residents of this housing area. 

Second, I object to the large increase in disturbing noise which would result 
from the increase in traffic occurring all day, especially in the early morning 
hours. The jeopardy and noise which would be forced on the airport residential 
area seem to me to far outweigh the convenience offered to the select group who 
wish to operate their planes from this airstrip. 

The possibility of moving to another housing area in Los Alamos should the 
airstrip be opened is all but nonexistent, according to the Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory housing office. 

I wish to state that I am in favor of the AEC making land available in or 
near Los Alamos County for an airstrip for private planes, but only land that is 
not adjacent to a housing area. 

Should the AEC or a congressional committee consider a change in the present 
status of the airport, I would appreciate your consideration of my objections and 
opinions. 

Very truly yours, 
PAULINE L. HEIL. 


MEDICAL CENTER, 
Los Alamos, N. Mewx., November 19, 1959. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 


U.S. Senator, Federal Building, Albuquerque, N. Mez. 

My Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: This is to inform you that the undersigned are 
actively interested in seeing airport facilities for private aircraft made available 
in Los Alamos. We at this time wish to ask for the opportunity for one or the 
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other of us to present information during the forthcoming congressional hearing 
here in Los Alamos. 

Both of us are members of the Flying Physicians Association, which has an 
active disaster program. Enclosed is a reprint of a story concerning the flying 
physicians disaster program at Elmhurst, Ill. A similar type of active program 
can be organized here in Los Alamos if airport facilities for private use can be 
made available. 

At the present time, one of us uses an airplane for professional purposes at 
least once a week when serving as consultant in Las Vegas or other New Mexico 
communities. 

Thank you very much for your help in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
Wituiam J. Natoui, M.D. 
WILLIAM F. Sears, M.D. 


Los ALAMos, N. MEex., December 8, 1959. 
Senator CLInToN P. ANDERSON, 
Federal Building, Albuquerque, N. Meg. 


Dear Sir: I would like an opportunity to present the petition opposing the 
proposed opening of the existing airstrip to private flying of residents of the 
group 18-A housing at the hearing of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
December 7 and 8, 1959. The original petition (photostat) was submitted to 
your Washington office in October of this year. 

Enclosed are eight copies of the testimony to be presented. 

Sincerely, 
Mrs. WM. W. Woon. 


Copy OF A PETITION OF 8&6 PERCENT OF HOMES CONTACTED OF THE GROUP 
18—-A Hovustne AREA, OCTOBER 1, 1959 


We, the undersigned, residents of the 18-A (airport) housing group, are 
strongly opposed to the proposed opening of the existing Los Alamos airstrip 
to amateur flying for the following reasons: 

1. Danger: The hazards with amateur pilots landing and taking off in immedi- 
ate proximity to these houses seem only too evident to us. Landings by in- 
expeirenced pilots unskilled in dealing with the peculiar dangers associated 
with this field would place this residential area in definite jeopardy. 

2. Noise: Testing of engine performance and taking off, taxiing, and landing 
by amateur pilots at any hour of the day or night would create noise problems 
which would be extremely annoying. 

We feel that the disadvantages and detriments to us and our homes far out- 
weigh any advantage that may be enjoyed by a special group of persons flying 
for pleasure. 

(The petition was signed by 76 persons.) 


Los ALAMOS, N. MEx., 
November 27, 1959. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senator, Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 307 Federal Build- 
ing, Albuquerque, N. Mez. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I would like to call your attention to prohibited 
area P-—207 located in Los Alamos County, N. Mex. 

The public has been given the privilege of hiking and driving over a large 
portion of this area but no allowance has been made for private or commercial 
aircraft to fly into this community. 

I believe prohibited area P-207 should be reduced to the size excluding hikers 
and autos, and converted to a caution area. 

Also, I believe an area should be set aside for a public air facility. 

Very truly yours, 
JAMES CLAYTON. 
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Los ALAMOS, N. MEX., 
November 25, 1959. 

Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 

U.S. Senator, 

807 Federal Building, 

Albuquerque, N. Mex. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: In the interest of the estabishment of a more 
normal community at Los Alamos, N. Mex., it is earnestly requested that con- 
sideration be given to the procurement of public air transportation facilities for 
the residents of this town. It is my sober thinking that: 

A. The prohibited airspace P-207 should be reduced to that area from which 
at present hikers and the general public are excluded, and the remainder of 
existing P-207 be converted to a caution area. This action would enable per- 
sonal pilots and their aircraft to operate in this area should public air facilities 
be made available. 

B. Land in the White Rock area could and should be made available to the 
county for the purpose of constructing adequate public air transportation facil- 
ities for use by the residents of this town; or if this is not possible at this time, 

C. The existing airstrip on the mesa east of town is adequate and sufficiently 
safe for use by the public, and should be opened for their use. 

Yours very truly, 


L. Dick TATRO. 





Los ALAMOS, N. MEX., 
Nowember 25, 1959. 

GEN. ELWwoop R. QUESADA, 

Administrator, Federal Aviation Agency, 

Washington, D.C. 


DEAR GENERAL QUESADA: In the interest of the establishment of a more normal 
community for the AEC founded town of Los Alamos, N. Mex., it is my earnest 
request that the following be considered : 

To my way of thinking it is no longer necessary nor desirable to maintain 
airspace P-207 over this entire region as a prohibited area. During times of 
war this policy was warranted as a deterrent to enemy action but at the 
present time may I say that it appears to be only thorugh the inertia of bu- 
reaucracy that this gross restriction remains. Would it not be both practical 
and feasible to reduce the prohibited area to that area from which, at present, 
hikers and the general public are excluded, and convert the remainder of P—207 
to a caution area? If this could be done, it might enable the county to develop 
land at White Rock for airport facilities. At present, this is impossible because 
this land lies just inside of P—207. 

Yours very truly, 


L. Dick TAatTROo. 





WELCH MACHINE Co., INC., 
Las VEGAS MUNICIPAL AIRPORT, 
Las Vegas, N. Mew., November 27, 1959. 


wl, 


Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senator, 

307 Federal Building, 
Albuquerque, N. Mea. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am writing this letter to support opening a public 
airport at Los Alamos. As a light-plane pilot of many years experience and a 
former Los Alamos resident I am convinced that the present strip is entirely 
adequate for general aviation. 

It is of no small importance to my business to have a 40-minute trip from 
Las Vegas to Los Alamos available instead of a two and a half hour trip by 
automobile. I think I can speak for the G & H Flying Service, for the Bible 
Flying Service, and for many Las Vegas businessmen who would welcome the 
increased opportunities convenient travel will introduce. 

I would be happy to testify to these views at the hearings in December, if 
my appearing would be helpful. 

Very truly yours, 
GEORGE WELCH, President. 











COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AT LOS ALAMOS 137 


AIR CONDITIONING, INC., 
Albuquerque, N. Mezx., November 28, 1959. 
SS. Sen. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
S. Courthouse, 
Albuquerque, N. Mer. 


U 
U 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I am a private businessman and in the near future 
I anticipate doing business in Los Alamos, N. Mex., therefore, I would like to 
have the Los Alamos airstrip open to the public. 
Very truly yours, 


D. W. Mays. 


Los ALAMOS, N. Mex., November 1, 1959. 
The Honorable CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 


UWS. Senator, 
Federal Building, Albuquerque, N. Mex. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Enclosed please find a copy of a letter to me from 
Mr. William T. Lovelace, supervising inspector of the General Safety District 
Office, Federal Aviation Agency. I hope this letter will serve to place in their 
proper perspective the fears of the uninformed about the safety of our Los 
Alamos airstrip. I had already pointed out that statistics show that general 
aviation has a safety record far better than that of automobiles. 

Very truly yours, 
JosePpH J. Devaney, Ph.D., 
Chairman, Precinct 2, Los Alamos County Democratic Party. 


FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY, 
GENERAL SaFety Districr Orrice No. 9, 
Albuquerque, N. Me.r., October 28, 1959. 
Mr. JosepH J. DEVANEY, 
Chairman, Los Alamos County Airport Committee, 
Los Alamos, N. Mer. 


Dear Mr. DEVANEY: Reference is made to your letter of October 16, 1959, 
regarding our evaluation of the safety aspects of the existing airstrip at Los 
Alamos, and three other potential airstrip sites. 

When Inspector Cazier and I were at Los Alamos on September 23, 1959, we 
took advantage of that opportunity to examine the existing airstrip with emphasis 
on general aviation use. We checked the length of the strip (approximately 
4,800 feet by automobile odometer), noted the ample overrun at the east end 
and noted also the cleared and graded sod areas on both sides of the strip. 
We estimated the width of the hard surfaced area as approximately 80 feet. 
We noted there are houses at the west end of the strip, a pole line along the road 
on the south side, and a similar pole line along part of the north side. We 
also noted the elevation to be about 7,100 feet. We observed that the east end 
of the strip and overrun area is unobstructed. 

As a result of this examination, it is our conclusion that the existing airstrip 
is entirely adequate for general aviation use and there is no reason why safe 
operation cannot be conducted. 

In developing flight patterns for the airstrip, it is suggested that consideration 
be given to making all takeoffs and landings to the east. This would avoid 
flight toward or over the built-up area west of the strip. It is also suggested 
that particular attention be given to operations involving low horsepower aircraft 
to make certain they have sufficient performance, considering elevation, load, 
and temperature. 

In respect to the other three potential airstrip locations you described, we 
shall be glad to assist you in evaluating the flight aspects of these areas whenever 
we can make another visit to Los Alamos. I can see no opportunity to do this 
immediately as we are shorthanded and have a heavy workload. However, I 
shall keep it in mind and if a flight inspector is to be in your area he will contact 
you as much in advance as possible. 

Sincerely, 
(S) Wwe. T. Loverace, Supervising Inspector. 
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Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 
FEDERAL AVIATION AGENOY, 
Washington, D.C., December 2, 1959. 

Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: This is in reply to your letter of November 14, 1959, 
on the subject of Los Alamos prohibited area and the forthcoming public hear- 
ing you have set for December 7. We are happy to supply you with the follow- 
ing information which may be appropriate to the discussion on the use of the 
Los Alamos airstrip and the status of the prohibited area. 

The Los Alamos prohibited area was established by Executive Order No. 9925. 
However, the Federal Aviation Agency has assumed jurisdiction of prohibited 
areas under the authority of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958. Thus, the re- 
sponsibility for determining whether prohibited areas should continue as estab- 
lished or be modified or revoked is now a function of this Agency. 

We are currently conducting a review of the utilization of all prohibited and 
restricted areas. Our purpose is to achieve maximum utilization of airspace by 
making available for general public use all airspace not required for the segrega- 
tion of hazardous activities. 

We have had the Los Alamos prohibited area under study for some time. The 
question of public transit through the area and use of the airstrip has been the 
subject of correspondence with Senator Chavez and Representatives Montoya 
and Morris. The correspondence indicated that there was local sentiment both 
for and against general public use of the airstrip. 

Two informal meetings were held last month to discuss airspace utilization 
of the Los Alamos prohibited area. On October 2, members of my staff met with 
personnel from the Atomic Energy Commission. Certain questions arose regard- 
ing the defense requirements of the Los Alamos area. As a result of this dis- 
cussion, a’ second meeting was held October 28, which was attended by a repre- 
sentative of the Department of Defense, Atomic Energy Commission personnel, 
and members of my staff. It was agreed that the AEC would supply us with a 
statement of its needs for Los Alamos and other prohibited areas designated be 
eause of AEC activity. Upon receipt of this information, we will determine 
whether the Los Alamos prohibited area should continue as presently desig- 
nated, or whether it should be modified or revoked. 

As you know, the Atomic Energy Commission currently controls the airstrip. 
Accordingly, any action by us with respect to the Los Alamos prohibited area 
would not in itself resolve the question of public access to the airstrip. 

Mr. C. W. Carmody, chief of our Airspace Utilization Division, will be on the 
west coast on other FAA business the weekend prior to your hearing. We have 
arranged to have him proceed to Los Alamos and to be present at your hearing. 

We hope this information will be helpful to you. Please call on us should you 
desire any additional information. 

Sincerely, 
(Original signed by) Atan L. DEAN, Assistant Administrator. 
(For) E. R. Quesapa, Administrator. 


Senator Jackson. Mr. Lovelace, Mr. Carmody, and Mr. Schneider, 


all of the Federal Aviation Agency, I believe, are here. Will you 
identify yourselves so we will keep the record straight 


STATEMENTS OF CHARLES W. CARMODY, WILLIAM T. LOVELACE, 
AND SIDNEY J. SCHNEIDER, OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION AGENCY 


Mr. Carmopy. Mr. Chairman, I am Charles W. Carmody, chief of 
the Airspace Utilization Division in the Washington Office. Next to 
me is Mr. Lovelace of our General Safety District Office at Albuquer- 
que and on the left, Mr. Sidney J. Schneider, of the General Counsel’s 
Office, airspace attorney. 

Senator Jackson. Fine. I wanted to mention in connection with 
the letter that Senator Anderson placed in the record from Mr. 
Devaney, which included a letter of October 28 from Mr. Lovelace to 
Mr. Devaney, the gist of it is that the present airport here at Los Ala- 
mos is satisfactory for general aviation use. Is that not the case? 
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Mr. Lovetace. Yes, sir; that is correct. 
Senator Jackson. Mr. Carmody, do you want to start off and com- 
ment on the testimony or give us a brief summary of your findings to 
date ? 

Mr. Carmopy. Mr. Chairman, I have no prepared statement. I had 
a few notes. However, you covered them very adequately in reading 
Mr. Quesada’s letter. 

With regard to the restricted airspace, P-207, we are in the latter 
stages of reviewing it. We are awaiting a final statement of justifi- 
cation for continuing the designation of this airspace as being re- 
stricted to free transit or any portion thereof. Following this the 
justification will be critically reviewed to insure there will be no un- 
warranted restrictions to free transit. After that the Administrator 
will issue an order either continuing the present area, modifying it or 
revoking it as the findings may indicate. 

I might state very informally that our preliminary indications from 
our discussions with the Atomic Energy Commission are that there 
will be some reduction in the present P-207 area. 

Chairman Anperson. Some reduction ? 

Mr. Carmopy. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. We would be very glad to have that happen. 

When do you expect that might be forthcoming ? 

Mr. Carmopy. We expect to have an answer on this, I would say 
within the next 30 to 60 days. The information from the Atomic 
Energy Commission with regard to their justification as to what they 
wish to continue was due on the 25th of November. I left Washington 
at approximately that time for another hearing on the west coast and 
have not been back yet so I don’t know whether or not we have received 
the data. It should be in our office approximately now. 

Chairman Anperson. Is there some need for a commercial airport 
in this area in your opinion ¢ 

Mr. Carmopy. I am afraid it would have to be a personal opinion. 
My basic responsibility is airspace. 

Chairman Anperson. Would you shed your official responsibilities 
now and just as a person tell us whether you think there is? 

Mr. Carmopy. Yes, sir, Ido. I feel there is a need for air transpor- 
tation into a community of this type and general character. 

Senator Jackson. Especially where you have people who travel a 
lot, your scientists and technical people who are called upon to go to 
Washington or even outside the United States there is some demand 
for commercial aviation. 

Mr. Carmopy. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Anpverson. If I were a lawyer like Senator Jackson I 
would make an expert witness of you on that personal opinion. You 
have seen a few airports and made surveys in a great many areas so 
when you express an opinion there might be a need for a private air- 
port here, it is not what you would call an uninformed opinion, is it? 

Mr. Carmony. No, sir. I would consider it an informed personal 
opinion. 

Chairman Anperson. Will the reduction in the P-207 zone prob- 
ably bring these suggested airports outside the zone, would you 
imagine or would you have to wait? 


49176—60——10 
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Mr. Carmopy. No, sir. I can’t give you anything on that yet. All 
I know is that we are reviewing these with the intent of cutting them 
down to the smallest possible size. We have gotten an indication from 
our first contacts with the AEC that they are in accord with that 
approach. 

Chairman Anperson. Thank you. 

Mr. Lovelace, when you spoke about the present airport being satis- 
factory, do you feel it could be used by private planes with safety ? 

Mr. Lovenace. Yes, sir. 

Chairman Anperson. In other words you agree with Dr. Devaney’s 
statement that it could be utilized by these private flyers without 
jeopardizing the housing around it because they would never be flying 
over the houses ? 

Mr. Loveracr. That is feasible, yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Are there any further questions? 

Thank you, gentlemen. 

Chairman Anperson. You didn’t give Mr. Schneider a chance to 
testify. 

Senator Jackson. I didn’t mean to cut anyone off. Mr. Schneider. 

Mr. Scunewer. I have one comment which may be of interest to 
the committee. 

The prohibited area was established by Presidential Executive 
order. That authority was vested in the President under the Com- 
merce Act of 1926. The question may arise as to how the Administra- 
tor of the Federal Aviation Agency has the authority to perhaps 
modify or terminate a restrict ted or prohibited area which was estab- 
lished by the President. The answer lies briefly in section 1501 of 
the Federal Aviation Act which does give the Administrator quite 
clearly the atuhority to revoke or terminate or modify the prohibited 
area even though it was established by the Executive order of the 
President. 

Senator Jackson. In other words the order under which the Presi- 
dent acted; that is the basic legislation under the Act of 1926 has been 
modified by the Federal Aviation Act. 

Mr. Scunemwer. That is quite correct, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. Fine. That is a very helpful explanation. 

Mr. Lovelace, did you have anything you wished to add. 

Mr. Lovetace. No, sir. I would be ‘pleased to answer any questions. 

Senator Jackson. We would appreciate it if you gentlemen would 
stand by for further questions. We are going to try to complete the 
entire hearing this evening if there is no objection. 

We have a Mr. Hammel who wants to make a statement. Then 
there are Mr. Morgan, Dr. Natoli, Dr. Sears, and Mr. Niles. Would 
you people come forward at this time? Weare trying to expedite the 
hearing and if your statements have been previously covered, the chair 
would appreciate it if you would file the statements for the record— 
but come up. 

Mr. Morean. I am Ted Morgan. I believe most of my points have 
been covered. 

Senator Jackson. Would you bring your statement on up? We will 


be very happy to place it in the record at the end of this session. 
Mr. Hammel? 
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STATEMENT OF JAY E. HAMMEL 





Mr. Hamme. Yes, members of the subcommittee 

Senator Jackson. If you could summarize your statement, we will 
place the entire paper in the record at the end of your testimony. 

Mr. Hamme . I am taking the position that I am against it. There 
are four houses 

Senator Jackson. You are talking about the present airport? 

Mr. Hamnet. Present airstrip. 

Senator Jackson. You are not objecting to it at another site. 

Mr. Hammer. No. There are 4 houses with 350 feet of the airstrip 
and there are 12 within 500 feet. My home happens to be one of those 
I just do not want to live that close to an airport which has from 100 
to 200 planes used by all classes of pilots. 

There is one point, and I don’t know whether it has been empha- 
sized or not. The AEC Albuquerque Office believes that if it is open 
to pilots who are residents of Los Alamos, it must be open to all classes 
of private pilots. It would be very difficult to keep it only for pilots 
who are residents. Therefore, we feel that there will be a large traffic 
from out-of-county and out-of-State planes which are unfamiliar with 
our airport. 

There are 43 residents who have signed a petition saying that they 
agree with this point of view and do not want to live in that area if it 
is open. We are in the peculiar position of not being able to move and 
at the same time live on the hill because of the well-known housing 
shortage. If we were working in Chicago or Wichita or any other 
place, we would not live on the periphery of an airfield. 

There is one thing I would like to explain. I am not an expert on 
aircraft accidents or what have you, but I am an expert on noise. I 
have lived on the airport for 21%4 years and I know exactly the noise 
that can prevail occasionally with even the single engine Bonanza, a 
class of plane used by some Los Alamos pilots. I do not want to live 
under that noise condition. I think it would be intolerable if the air- 
strip were opened. 

There is just one other thing. That is, if there could be some sort of 
a decision, so that we are not confronted annually with the scare of 
having the airstrip open, it would be appreciated. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much. 

(Mr. Hammel’s statement follows:) 





STATEMENT OF JAY E. HAMMEL 


We find ourselves in a predicament not of our own making or choosing. Upon 
accepting our house which is immediately adjacent to the airstrip, we were as- 
sured by the university housing office that the airfield would be used only 
by and for Carco Air Service. In late spring or early summer the local amateur 
pilots once again began agitating to have the present strip opened to them. The 
danger to us, our children and our houses came first to mind; this dangre cannot 
be denied. Secondly, the noise associated with such use of this field, day an 
night, would be intolerable to us. Third, the hangars, rubble, and clutter attend- 
ant upon amateur pilots and their planes would lessen the attractiveness of this 
area and of this approach to Los Alamos considerably. 

We do not want to move, and yet we will not expose ourselves to the danger, 
noise and nuisance mentioned above. What, then, can we do? Families in 42 
of the 74 units in this area have signified a desire to move if the field is opened. 
One can imagine the burden placed on the university housing office if the strip 
were opened, and 42 families asked for immediate relocation in similar housing. 
We have made inquiry, and are told that housing is extremely tight; the houses 
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just are not there. Our only recourse, then, is to do everything we can to pre- 
vent the present airstrip being opened to amateur pilots. In the testimony fol- 
lowing we hope to justify our stand. 

There are 4 houses within 350 feet of the runway, and 12 within 500 feet. As 
residents in this area for 24% years, we know what the noise level is for the Carco. 
Bonanza and we are certain that a sizable increase in frequency of aircraft 
takeoffs and landings, especially in late evening and early mornings, would make 
reasonable living in our area impossible for families with children. There are 
aircraft with the same performance as the Carco Bonanza in the Los Alamos 
Aeronautical Association. 

We also feel that living in the immedaite vicinity of an airport having but 
one strip which must be used regardless of wind direction or condition puts us 
in exceptional hazard. Frequently wind conditions at the east end of the strip 
would make landings close to our end of the field desirable if not imperative. 

The report of the Airport Committee to the Los Alamos County Commisison 
has stated that only Los Alamos resident pilots would be allowed access to 
the field. We understand the Albuquerque AEC Office has stated that this type 
ef limited access would be essentially impossible. We, therefore conclude that 
all types of aircraft and pilots (nonresidents included) could use the strip if 
it were opened. The amateur pilots have proposed many rules by which they 
state their members will be guided. Even if most of the amateur pilots observe 
these rules most of the time, there will be the other pilots, not members of the 
local club, who will not know of these rules, and would not then follow them. 
The proposal that engine runups be made at the east end of the field would be 
an unenforceable rule which some pilots may not take seriously, since they state 
that it is stricter procedure than is deemed necessary anywhere else in the 
country. Certainly Carco does not limit itself to such a procedure. Certain 
pilots in the local group have stated in meetings that such restrictions were 
unnecessary, and that a restriction-free strip would make Los Alamos a more 
normal town. The restriction on landing or taking-off over the airport housing 
would fall in this category. 

The amateur pilots claim in their report to the Los Alamos County Commis- 
sion that “‘we feel night flying will be negligible and limited to emergency de- 
partures or possible late afternoon arrivals in winter months.” We have been 
told by active members of the amateur pilots group that they will fly at night 
because they are desirous of keeping up their night flying time, and they will 
leave in the early morning (4 a.m. was mentioned). They state that “the noise 
of light aircraft is not more than aircraft presently using the strip.” The point 
we wish to make is that Carco flies almost solely in the hours when the residents 
of this area are not sleeping. On rare occasions when Carco does fly during 
normal sleeping hours, we hear them and are wakened—not happily, I might 
add. The increased frequency of this sort of thing would be intolerable. 

The pilots’ report further states that “our studies have thus far demonstrated 
that the field is much safer than many now used routinely for all types of 
aviation.” Perhaps they feel it is safe for the pilots, but our first concern is 
for the residents who must live near the strip. In regard to proximity of 
houses to airports, Mr. George Case, Director of the Federal Housing Adminis- 
tration in Albuquerque states in a letter dated December 2, 1959: “We must 
acknowledge the fact that dwellings near airports may be subjected to the noise 
and danger of low-flying aircraft which combined with other objectionable char- 
acteristics of aircraft and ground facilities would, in our opinion, adversely affect 
continued marketability.” And if these low-flying aircraft affect the marketa- 
bility of dwellings adversely, we conclude they might affect the residents of this 
area even more adversely, perhaps fatally. 

Mr. Virgil King, AEC dispatcher for Carco planes at the local airstrip, empha- 
sizes that pilots must have 4,000 hours of first-pilot flying time (no copilot duty) 
before being considered for employment as Carco pilots. The field, he says, 
is tricky—95 percent of the time there are crosswinds. Also, the flanking can- 
yons with resultant updrafts add to the difficulties. 

May we recapitulate here the main points we wish to leave with you? 

1. We maintain (and some of the more. realistic members of the pilots’ group 
have agreed with us), that, ignoring the fact that a good portion of the local 
pilots’ group have considerably less experience than those pilots now using the 
ap the increased frequency of aircraft alone would mean increased possibility 
of danger. 

2. Twenty-seven additional planes (the amateur pilots have said this number 
will double if the field is opened up) flying at any hour of the day or night, and 
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over weekends, will add greatly to the noise of the present seven Carco planes 
flying six round trips daily and two round trips on Saturday, Sunday, and holi- 
days (plus an occasional unscheduled C47 flight). 

3. AEC officials have verified the fact that a field, once opened to public use, 
cannot be restricted to use by certain persons. We would have persons flying 
in from out of the county and State, unfamiliar with the altitude and its effect 
on engines, the crosswinds, the canyon updrafts—not to mention the possibility 
of deer on the runway, ete. 

4. We are in the peculiar situation of being unable to move from our present 
homes to anything approaching comparable housing—if we wish to stay on the 
hill—even in the face of what we feel might become an intolerable situation. 

In conclusion: We feel that while it may very well be true that the amateur 
pilots do need an airport in the Los Alamos area our conviction is stronger than 
ever, after talking with AEC officials, FHA members, those interested in the 
welfare of this community, pilots, and private citizens, that the present airstrip 
falls far short of being feasible for use by amateur pilots. 


Senator Jackson. Dr. Natoli. 

Dr. Sears. Dr. Natoli is not present. Iam Dr. Sears and our state- 
ment has been filed. 

Senator Jackson. Fine. Thank you very much. Your statement 
will be included with the others at the end of the testimony. 

Are there other witnesses that desire to be heard ? 

Mr. Nixxs. I have filed a statement and I think that probably would 
be adequate. 

Senator Jackson. What is your name? 

Mr. Nixes. George Niles. 

Senator Jackson. Is there anyone in the audience who desires to 
be heard on the subject of the airport? If not, the Chair will con- 
clude the testimony on the airport and of course anyone who desires 
to file a statement may do so. 

We have some witnesses on housing: Mr. Stockly, Mr. Kandarian, 
Mr. Godfrey and Mrs. Thomas W imett. Will you come up please ? 
Are there any other witnesses on the subject of housing. The Chair 
hears none. 

Are there witnesses on any other subject or in connection with the 
agenda as announced ¢ 

I will qualify that. In other words the witnesses who are up here 
will be the last ones to be called unless the Chair hears a request at this 
time from someone else. Allright. Mr. Stockly. 

Mr. Srockty. Yes sir. 

Senator Jackson. You may proceed. 


STATEMENT OF EDWIN W. STOCKLY 


Mr. Srocxiy. My name is Edwin Stockly. I am an attorney. I 
have prepared a statement which I will file. I will just briefly sum- 
marize it. I rent an office from the AEC through the ZIA Co. 

Senator Jackson. Your statement will be printed j in the record at 
this point and you may proceed to summarize it in your own fashion. 

(The statement referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF EpWIN W. STOCKLY 


I am an attorney duly licensed to practice in the State of New Mexico. In Janu- 
ary 1, 1958, I opened by own office in Los Alamos, becoming the first nonsalaried 
attorney in the community. Asa renter of office space, I am not entitled to family- 
type housing (I have a wife and four children). My wife is a nurse at the 
Los Alamos Medical Center and she is entitled to housing. 
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The Atomic Energy Commission's position on housing for lawyers is con 
tained in a letter from L. K. Olson, General Counsel of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, to William Mitchell, chairman of the American Bar Association Com- 
mittee on Atomic Energy, dated April 23, 1959, in which Mr. Olson says that the 
Atomic Energy Commission considers lawyers as well as all other renters of 
office space to be “nonprogrammatic.” 

It is quite true that there has been no difficulty encountered by the Laboratory 
in recruiting because of a shortage of lawyers in Los Alamos, and in that sense, 
I agree that lawyers may be considered nonprogrammatic, On the other hand, 
lawyers are needed here just as much as they are in any other community, and 
I submit that the Atomic Energy Commission is doing the community a disservice 
by discouraging lawyers from practicing here. 

Shortly after I opened my office, the Barranca Mesa project was started and 
I was eligible to buy land there. In view of the responsibilities I had assumed 
in leaving the Atomic Energy Commission to open my own office (I had been an 
attorney for the Atomic Energy Commission for 2 years before leaving), it was 
not practicable for me to take advantage of the opportunity to buy land on 
Barranca Mesa. 

As the community becomes more and more open for private investment and 
construction, the need for lawyers in Los Alamos will increase, and I submit 
that the policy of the Atomic Energy Commission with respect to lawyers in 
private practice in Los Alamos should be changed so that lawyers would be en- 
couraged rather than discouraged to practice here. Such a change would be of 
real benefit to the community. 

Epwin W. STOCKLY. 

Mr. Srockiy. Yes, sir. Thank you, Senator. I rent an office from 
the AEC through the Zia Co. As a renter of office space I am 
not entitled to family housing. I am a family man. I have a wife 
and four children. My wife is employed at the Los Alamos Medical 
Center which gives us eligibility to have housing here in Los Alamos. 

It is my position that the AEC regulation that renters of office space 
are not entitled to family housing discourages lawyers from establish- 
ing a practice in Los Alamos. This may be intentional or it may not 
be intentional. I do not know. 

Senator Jackson. Is that good or bad ? 

Mr. Srockiy. I think it is bad. 

Senator Jackson. I meant for those of you who are already here. 

Mr. Stockty. I think it is bad. I think this town can use the serv- 
ices of five or six lawyers completely in private practice. The situation 
is that there are two of us completely in private practice and two 

salaried lawyers who devote some of their time to private practice. 

Senator Jackson. This is a good place for lawyers to come if they 
bring their own mobile housing. 

Mr. Srocxriy. I think so. I think that the services of lawyers will 
be needed more and more as the town is disposed of. Lawyers have a 
way of getting their hands into land transactions, as I am sure you 
know, Senator. 

Senator Jackson. I assume the lawyers in Richland have been very 
busy since the Disposal Act went into effect. It is good for real estate 
people, they tell me. 

Mr. Srocxiy. I think so. 

That would conclude the summary of my statement. 

Chairman Anperson. As this Barranca Mesa housing goes ahead 
and as the White Rock housing moves ahead—and I think it will with 
the proposal the AEC Commission has made—I am very hopeful that 
we are going to get some good proposals before we get through and 
this will tend to resolve the situation. But you can recognize that the 
first duty of these people in the AEC is to make sure that the labora- 
tory people are taken care of. I know that is a harsh viewpoint and I 
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have quarreled with it as much as you have. It is a hard problem 
for them and all we can do is to be hopeful as Barranca Mesa expands 
and White Rock comes in that your problem is going to be solved. I 
believe it will be. 

Mr. Srockiy. I certainly recognize the obligation of the AEC, sir. 
T was an attorney for the AEC for 2 years before I left to open my 
own office. It would be my position that because the need for a lawyer 
is not expressed, it does not mean that it does not exist and because 
of the AEC policy on housing, it is discouraging lawyers from open- 
ing their offices here and in that w ay the AF NC is depriving the com- 
munity of the services of a lawyer and is not completely fulfilling its 
responsibility. 

Chairman Anperson. Having talked with them a good many times 
about this, I think they are just as anxious to find a way to make 
housing available to you as you are to have it. 

Mr. Srockiy. Yes, sir. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much, Mr. Stockly. We appre- 
ciate your frank cooperation. 

Mr. Kandarian. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT KANDARIAN 











Mr. Kanpartan. Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, my 
name is Robert Kandarian. Iam an employee of the Laboratory here 
at Los Alamos. 

If I can pull the airstrip out of White Rock for a minute, I would 
like to make a statement sort of in the form of a question about the 
housing there or the proposed housing there. 

This morning it was mentioned by Mr. Wilson that their immediate 
needs for the near future were somewhere around 700 homes. It is pro- 
posed that 300 to 400 homes could be built on Barranca. The first 
development at White Rock proposes 200 homes and this will take 
approximately 200 acres. I think Mr. Wilson said there is room for 
approximately 100 homes in the old Tech area when they get that com- 
pletely cleared. This leaves 600 and up acres left at W ‘hite Rock that 
would be undeveloped and you would have something like 600 to 700 
homes. 

My question is: Why couldn't part of this 600 spare acres be sold 
toa group of people like the one I represent who are interested, not in 
a housing development w ith one house on a quarter acre, but in some- 
thing like 2 to 5 or 7 acres of semi- improved land where you would 
have a good dirt road, gas, water, electricity, and maybe septic tanks 
for sewage / 

Senator Jackson. I suppose part of the answer to your question lies 
in whether or not you are going to pn this airport down there. 

Mr. Kanpartan. That is right. I said we were assuming we pulled 
that out of White Rock. 

Chairman ANnperson. Wouldn't it be possible in the rolling land 
that lies south of the airport area to have these 2- and 3-acre proper- 
ties where vou would have a septic tank and where you would maybe 
use butane but you could get water to it from municipal sources? 

Mr. Kanpartan. We could use natural gas. I have checked on this 
and the gas company will run 150 feet of frontage free and most. of 
these lots we propose will have 200-foot frontage so you would be 
paving for only 50 feet of gasline per person. 
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Chairman Anperson. I don’t think the AEC has closed its mind to 
the possibility of developing this extra area here. I am not trying 
again to commit Mr. Wilson, but I have talked to him some about this. 
He would like to see that rolling area, I am sure, developed into a nice 
sort of small ranch area where you could have 2 to 5 acres and not be 
too close together. Under the rules of the State department of health 
you could have a septic tank where you have 15,000 square feet of 
space or so and that only means 100 by 150 

Mr. Kanparran. I assume then the proposal we made to the AEC 
when the survey went out has not been dropped. 

Chairman Anperson. I am sure it hasn’t been dropped. I would 
rather have Mr. Wilson answer that question though. It hasn’t been 
dropped, has it, Mr. Wilson ? 

Mr. Witson. No and we are certainly sympathetic to trying to find 
an area there. We originally thought we mght work it in with this 
first development but it appears that we will be unable to work it in 
with the same development. We will certainly give it consideration in 
the future. It certainly is not ruled out. 

Chairman Anperson. I would think that pretty well answers your 
question. 

Mr. Kanpartan. There is one more question. It was brought to my 
attention and it came out during the hunting season that there was 
6,000 acres south of State Road 4 that was once part of this county 
which was turned over to the General Services Administration as 
surplus land. This was intended to go to the monument 

Chairman Anperson. Bandelier National Park. 

Mr. Kanpartan. Bandelier National Park but it has to be ap- 
proved first to be of monumental stature. I was wondering what 
would happen to this land if it was not approved. 

Mr. Witson. I might answer that question right now by stating 
we just got word GSA has approved disposal of this land to the 
National Park Service so presumably 

Chairman Anperson. And the National Park Service has already 
discussed with the Senate Interior and Insular Affairs Committee at 
least its hopes for development of the area so it is on the way, I think. 

Mr. Kanpartan. My question arose because there seemed to be a 
lot of talk here today about where you were going to get some land 
to build airports and homes. Six thousands acres is quite a strip of 
land and I can’t see why they turned it in as surplus. 

Senator Jackson. That is a problem everywhere. We appreciate 
having your statement. 

Chairman Anperson. We are glad to have him raise these ques- 
tions. 

SENATOR Jackson. It is good to ask questions. Once in a while we 
can help even if we can’t alw ays answer them the way you would like. 

Mr. Tom Godfrey is the next witness. W ould you like to include 
your statement in the record and just summarize it? 
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STATEMENT OF TOM GODFREY, PRESIDENT, LOS ALAMOS HOME 
OWNERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Goprrey. It is very short. I think I would save time just by 
reading it through. 

I am Tom Godfrey, current president of the Los Alamos Home 
Owners Association. I am a physicist employed by the Los Alamos 
Scientific Laboratory. I own a lot on Barranca Mesa and construc- 
tion of my house has just begun. 

I did not originally intend to testify, but in listening to this morn- 
ing’s session I became convinced that several points needed to be 
clarified or stressed. 

First, I want to recommend strongly that the development of Bar- 
ranca Mesa be continued by the Atomic Energy Commission substan- 
tially in the manner in which it has been done in the past. The de- 
velopment has been a great success. Most of us who have bought lots 
are very pleased with the opportunity we have to build the kind of 
house we want and can afford. The development in time will help to 
relieve the housing shortage here, especially in the category of housing 
which is in shortest supply; namely, large houses individually suited 
to the size and interest of the families who are living in them. 

Barranca Mesa is a varied community as Wally said this morning. 
It is not a place for a rich man only by any means. There are houses 
of all sizes and costs. Let me show you the occupational categories 
of the people who own lots there. There are approximately 45 staff 
members of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, the scientists and 
engineers for whose work the Laboratory and community exist. There 
are about eight other Laboratory employees. Among the nonlabora- 
tory lotowners, there are two ministers, one lawyer, at least five busi- 
ness owners, and two medical doctors. The list is not exhaustive. 
There are a few persons about whom I was not certain. 

Chairman ANpERson. Weren’t many employees employed by the 
AEC at the time they got the location so it is all part of the same 
group ¢ 

Mr. Goprrey. If you start working these down, you will find nearly 
all of them are very directly connected with the Laboratory. I think 
it is a fine development. 

Chairman Anperson. I am glad to hear you say so. 

Mr. Goprrey. Anyway you can see that the development is filling 
a definite need in the community. 

I wish to conclude by discussing briefly the two biggest problems 
faced by prospective homeowners on Barranca Mesa. Most important 
is financing which Mr. Leland covered very well this morning. I wish 
to add only that if the Los Alamos Building & Loan Association 
comes into operation, it should definitely help the financial situation 
here. We are just on the borderline of adequacy with the bank sup- 
plying these FHA loans. 
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The other important problem is costs. As Mr. Leland said, costs 
are higher than in Santa Fe, but not exorbitantly so. The ready-mix 
concrete cost is the only cost that could be called exorbitant. 

Chairman Anperson. Mr. Wilson, I wonder if you would furnish 
the committee at a later date some sort of a statement on the cost of 
ready-mix concrete. It would seem to cost 40 percent higher than 
Santa Fe and would seem to be really more than the traffic needs to 
bear. I don’t know all the circumstances, therefore this is a horseback 
opinion. However, I think it would be necessary to have a statement 
as to why it is. 

Mr. Wixson. We will furnish that for the record. 

(The information referred to follows:) 


THE Zr1a Co., 
Los Alamos, N. Mex., December 11, 1959. 
Hon. HENRY M. JACKSON, 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, U.S., Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR JACKSON: At the recent committee hearing held at Los Alamos, 
Senator Anderson requested further data on the prices of ready-mix concrete 
at Los Alamos. In the local area, ready-mix concrete is available from the 
neighboring areas of Espanola and Santa Fe, and from local construction con- 
tractors and from the Zia Co. 

The Barranca subdivision is approximately 34% miles from the plantsite 
and we have tried to compare a basic mix delivered at this distance in neighbar- 
ing communities. 


Comparison of ready-mix concrete delivered prices 


1 | 
Zia Co., | Espanola | Santa Fe 
Los Alamos 


Base price __ _- eran e ies 
Mileage within 344 miles of city limit radius -_- _.--- 


_ Total local cost i j < 
Delivery cost to Los Alamos (25 cents, yard-mile) 





Total delivered, Los Alamos.--........--..--------- eatied 





The cost of concrete in Los Alamos is greatly affected by physical location 
from sources of cement and aggregates. Some of these factors are detailed 
below: 

1. Costs of aggregates.—Aggregates used in Los Alamos must be hauled from 
the Rio Grande, a distance of 12 miles. In Espanola and Santa Fe operations, 
aggregates are available at the concrete plantsite or nearby. 

2. Costs of labor.—Both Santa Fe and Espanola plants are nonunion and wage 
scales are lower than those at Los Alamos. 

3. Quality.—The concrete produced by the Zia Co. at Los Alamos meets Gov- 
ernment standards because the majority is used in its contract with the Atomic 
Energy Commission. We are not sure that the Espanola and Santa Fe plants 
meet the Government specifications in their normal production. 

4. Cement.—Costs of cement are higher in Los Alamos than in Santa Fe 
because of the longer haul from the cement plant in Albuquerque. 

The selling price should not be conStrued as indicative of the Zia Co.’s actual 
costs in its contract operations for the Atomic Energy Commission at Los 
Alamos. The current fiscal year’s actual production costs to November 30, 1959, 
have been $15.29 per yard, which price is used to charge various small jobs done 
by Zia. 

Selling prices to persons building in the Barranca subdivision are based on 
the pricing policy of the Atomic Energy Commission. The pricing policy is 
a method of pricing services and materials to individuals so that all costs, includ- 
ing general overhea®’ of the Commission (approximately 15 percent), are recov- 
ered in the selling price. This pricing structure is also designed to minimize 
Government “competition” with local businesses in that Zia is not authorized to 
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sell anything that is readily available or at prices lower than those of local 
businesses. 

Most of the residents of Barranca subdivision have had contractors building 
their houses, and in most cases these contractors have produced the concrete 
needed for their jobs. Some residents are building their own homes or are 
contracting for portions of the work, and generally speaking, it is these persons 
who have called upon the Zia Co. for concrete. 

Some of the ready mix for Barranca subdivision has been furnished by the 
larger construction contractors at Los Alamos who are performing construction 
under a lump-sum Government contract. These sales are largely accommoda- 
tion sales and prices have been very similar to those of the Zia Co. At one 
time, a private contractor established a small concrete plant at the Barranca 
subdivision to service the contractor building curbs and gutters during the initial 
development phase of the subdivision. This contractor established prices for 
concrete before the Zia Co. was asked to sell concrete to the builders of Barranca 
Mesa. The Zia Co.’s present price for comparable concrete is 25 cents a yard 
higher than the price established over a year ago by this contractor. This sup- 
plier later encountered financial difficulties and left Los Alamos. 


The primary purpose of the Zia Co.’s operations at Los Alamos is to perform 


operations and maintenance work related to Government property in town and 
technical areas, and the furnishing of ready-mix concrete to residents of Bar- 
ranca subdivision is largely an accommodation. 

If further information on this subject is desired, we will be happy to assist 
you. 

Very truly yours, 
By W. L. Miter, Manager. 

Mr. Goprrer. Approximately half of the lot owners are helping to 
reduce their costs by doing some or all of the construction work them- 
selves. 

The main thing that would help bring costs down would be to pro- 
vide some family-type housing for contractors and their employees. 
One-room apartments have been made available to them by the AEC, 
and these have made it possible for one or two keymen to come in and 
be put up, but family-type housing is needed for the workers who 
have left their families in Santa Fe or Albuquerque temporarily but 
want to bring them here. Since these are skilled workmen who can 
get work anywhere and are essential to the progress of construction 
here, they have to be paid extra for taking the trouble to come. 

I recommend that the contractors who are actively building homes 
on Barranca Mesa, or in White Rock, be put on the same basis as 
other merchants in Los Alamos as far as family-type housing is con- 
cerned. They, like the present merchants, are contributing a neces- 
sary service. Mr. Wilson said that the family housing allotment for 
merchants is not being fully used. He said that 26 more merchants 
or merchants’ employees could have family-type housing here within 
the existing allotment. I am sure that if only half of these units were 
assigned to contractors or their employees, the cost of building in Los 
Alamos would be significantly lowered. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you, Mr. Godfrey, that is a very helpful 
statement—very constructive. We appreciate your coming up ae 
this afternoon. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. THOMAS WIMETT 


The last witness is Mrs. Thomas Wimett. 

Mrs. Wimerr. First and foremost I am rather unprepared. 

Senator Jackson. That is all right. Proceed in your own way and 
try to cover points that haven’t been covered before. If you desire 
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you may submit a prepared statement at the conclusion of the hearing 
and within 2 weeks, as we indicated earlier today. 

Mrs. Wie_etr. Fine. I will dothat. The housing issue I would like 
to bring to the attention of the committee is “off hill” home financing. 
The problem of financing a house within reasonable commuting dis- 
tance of Los Alamos has stopped many people from improving prop- 
erty which they now own and has been an unbearable burden for some 
of us who are trying to live in rather primitive houses in nearby 
valleys. 

There is no loan agency in existence which will consider home mort- 
gages in this area. 

I think it is safe to say that a large number of families would be 
happy to move off the hill if reasonable financing were available. 
This should certainly have an effect on the Los Alamos housing short- 
age. After trying to work out their own problems along building and 
improvement lines, many people have given up in disgust, resigned 
from the laboratory, plucked out their SERS, which is the laboratory 
retirement money, and purchased a home under more reasonable con- 
ditions elsewhere. I think it is not unreasonable with the restrictions 
placed on one here in Los Alamos to want to live a more private life 
within commuting distance of the hill. 

I represent no organization or group, but in discussing this problem 
with many other people involved in this off-hill financing difficulty, I 
know it would be possible to amass the names of many equally inter- 
ested people. I do know there are over 500 people employed by the 
university alone who live off the hill. 

Senator Jackson. I think you have raised a good point. Techni- 
cally it is not within the agenda that we set up. But certainly it is 
an important point you are making; namely that there should be some 
flexibility and people should have the opportunity of selecting a home 
within reasonable commuting distance of the community, build their 
own home and in so doing obtain the necessary financing. I might say 
to you that I have this problem in my State. The FHA will turn down 
these applications for loans. 

We also have this problem where the home is located some distance 
from the given community so that in the event of a foreclosure the 
FHA might have trouble in disposing of it. This is particularly true 
where you are adjacent to a one-industry town. 

I think, Senator Anderson, that it certainly would be appropriate 
for the committee to call upon the agencies of Government who have 
jurisdiction in this area to see if they cannot be of more assistance in 
meeting some of the points raised by Mrs. Wimett. I think she has 
made some very fine suggestions. 

Mrs. Wiuetr. I think it is unique in that we are asking for abso- 
lutely nothing. 

Senator Jackson. You are asking for something that I think is 
typical of every community in America. There are just a lot of 
people who like to live outside the city limits. What is wrong with 
that ? 

Mrs. Wimetr. Except we happen to be only able to live outside the 
city limits in the shadow of Los Alamos. 

Senator Jackson. I am thinking of something outside of the city 
limits but more than just over the line—within reasonable commuting 
distance. People like to live out in the country. I recently read in 
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the paper that this desire has become quite pronounced since the end 
of World War II. People are moving out from the cities to the 
suburbs. I think you are to be commended in raising this problem. 

Mrs. Wrmerr. I would like to add one more point. I know for a 
fact that in order to add two bedrooms or something similar in Los 
Alamos the cost to the Government is something like $7,000 or $8,000 
and when I think of the large number of people living in off-hill 
homes and the amount of money they are saving the Government, 
then I feel even more violent about this. 

Senator Jackson. We certainly want to thank you and the Chair 
would like to thank the local citizens, the representatives of the Atomic 
Energy Commission, the Federal Aviation Agency and all those who 
have participated in this hearing. Speaking for myself—and I am 
sure I also speak for the whole committee—it has been a real pleasure 
to be in Los Alamos once again. I have been here many times in the 
past and it is particularly encouraging to see the fine progress that 
has been made here. I think it is remarkable considering the com- 
plexities involved in trying to make and to reach fair decisions. 

Chairman ANperson. Senator Jackson is a bachelor so he won’t 
know about this but in a wedding ceremony somewhere along the line 
they ask if anybody knows any reason why this couple shouldn’t be 
united and if he does, speak now or forever after hold his peace. Is 
there anyone else who would like to make a statement ? 

Senator Jackson. Is there anyone else who desires to be heard? 
Would you state your name please? 


STATEMENT OF BENNIE A. MOORE, OF MOORE’S MOTORS 


Mr. Moore. Mr. Chairman, gentlemen; my name is Benny Moore. 
My creditors own Moore’s Motors here in town. It is a garage service 
station. I have been desirous —and it was my intent when I secured the 
lease on this plac I 
to now I have been meen in doing S0. So neriodicnlty I get 
a little perturbed about it and I get on the phone and call Flint and 
try to talk to somebody in General Motors and they won’t even talk to 
me. 

I think a town of this size is entitled to a franchise dealership. I 
haven’t talked tothe sales manager. I have talked to the assistant sales 
manager, General Motors, Chevrolet Division. He referred me to 
the zone manager in El] Paso to whom I have talked several times. 
They will not even go so far as to accept a financial statement from me. 

Senator Jackson. Do any of the companies have automobile dealer- 
ships here ? 

Mr. Moore. There is no franchise dealership at all. 

Senator Jackson. What reason is given? 

Mr. Moorr. Mr. Staley’s reason—— 

Senator Jackson. What reason do you hear generally ? 

Mr. Moore. That is what I was going to give you, sir. Mr. Staley’s 
reason and also the zone manager out of E] Paso state that this town 
is adequately being serviced by Santa Fe. I asked him at that time 
if he thought if he lived in Los Alamos he would care to take his car 
35 miles to get it serviced. Hesaid that was the only thing they didn’t 
have covered in the situation. The sales end of it they did have 
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covered through an agency 35 miles away in Santa Fe, but they 
didn’t have the servicing angle covered. 

Senator Jackson. Frankly I think I would direct a petition on the 
part of the interested people here to the appropriate automobile 
agencies—companies and let them express their opinion. I think most 
automobile companies—competition being what it is today—might 
pay some attention to it. I don’t, however, think it is appropriate 
for this committee to get into the question of whether or not they 
should have an automobile dealership up here. It is slightly off the 
agenda. 

Mr. Moore. That was the original intent. That was included in 
my lease when I obtained this 30-year lease on this location and 

Senator Jackson. That was a statement on your part, wasn’t it, 
in case you could get one? The Commission didn’t guarantee an auto- 
mobile agency. 

Mr. Moore. No, sir; that istrue. They were wholeheartedly behind 
me because they think there is a need for one here in town. 

Senator Jackson. I would think if the people here feel as you say 
they do—and certainly it seems natural they would like to have their 
automobiles serviced here, and so on, and this town is big enough to 
support a dealership—this is one case where you could direct a peti- 
tion, not to the Congress, but to one of the larger corporations of 
America, and see whether they are democratic as the Congress is in 
responding. 

Mr. Moore. That is what I though originally, but I thought some- 
where, somehow, there would be some power that was a little bit greater 
than General Motors Corp. 

Every time I call them they want to sell me an old dealership in 

Carlsbad, N. Mex., or one up in Colorado someplace, but I still have 
euneaey 2614 years to go on my lease up here. 

Senator Jackson. How long? 

Mr. Moore. Twenty-six and one-half. 

Senator Bennetrr. Have you tried any other manufacturer than 
General Motors ? 

Mr. Moore. I have talked to a representative of the Ford Motor Co. 
by telephone in Denver, and they will accept a financial statement 
from me. 

Senator Jackson. You are making progress. 

Mr. Moore. I have always been ‘partial to General Motors, and I 
would like to handle their line, if possible. I am stumped as ‘to how 
to go about it. That is the reason I thought I would appeal to you 
gentlemen. 

Senator Jackson. Thank you very much, and again we want to 


express our appreciation, as we did earlier, to all the people who have 
participated in this hearing. 
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(A letter dated December 18, 1959, from Mr. Moore follows :) 


Moore’s Morors, 
Los Alamos, N. Mez., December 18, 1959. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senator, 
Federal Building, 
Albuquerque, N. Mer. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before 
your committee in Los Alamos on December 7 and I would like to amplify my 
statement at this time. 

Los Alamos is an abnormal community in many ways. A recent census places 
the population at just under 13,000 people and yet there is no new car dealer- 
ship in town. Moreover, despite all my efforts I have not been able to obtain 
one, even though my contract with the AEC permits me to be a franchised 
dealer. This situation has caused project-connected personnel to take their 
cars to Espanola and Santa Fe resulting in a loss of a day at work. 

I did not wish to bring up a subject which was not listed on your agenda, 
but since I felt you were interested in community problems, I thought to bring 
this particularly to your attention. It is typical of various problems which 
plague this town. Project-connected personnel who have purchased cars out 
of State have been refused servicing in Espanola and Santa Fe. Since I am 
not a franchised dealer, I cannot service the cars under its warranty and the 
local public must then make the trip to Albuquerque, a 200-mile round trip. 
Because of the amount of business being done by dealers in Albuquerque, this 
is often a 2-day trip. 

Any help you can give me in this matter will be appreciated by me, and by 


local residents. I appreciate the time the committee took to listen to our 
problems. 


Cordially yours, 
BENNIE A. Moore. 

Senator Jackson. The record will be held open for further state- 
ments and comments, which we hope will be forwarded to the Joint 
Committee as soon as possible. 

(The following statements and letters were submitted or subse- 
quently received for the record :) 

(Supplementary statement from Mr. Paul Wilson follows :) 


U.S. Atomic ENEerRGy COMMISSION, 
Los Alamos, N. Mez.. December 15, 1959. 
Hon. Henry M. JACKSON, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Communities, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR JACKSON: During the hearing at Los Alamos, N. Mex., on 
December 7, 1959. on community problems, it was indicated that a posthearing 
statement might be submitted to the Subcommittee on Communities within 2 
weeks. Accordingly, I have prepared this statement to you to correct statements 
in my testimony and to place additional information in the record. 


POPULATION OF LOS ALAMOS 





During the morning session when I was giving testimony on the need for 
more housing, I made an error in my reply to an important question. Senator 
Jackson asked if I thought the population of Los Alamos would increase. My 
reply was, “Not materially.” For some unexplainable reason I had in mind the 
total number of persons employed at Los Alamos rather than the total number 
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of people living at Los Alamos. My answer must have been confusing. The 
correct reply would have been: “Yes, the population of Los Alamos, including 
Barranca Mesa and White Rock, will increase in proportion to the number of 
new houses constructed. With, say 500 new houses, the population will in- 
crease about 2,000 persons. This increase in population will result from: 
Persons now employed and wanting to live in Los Almaos but now living in 
Santa Fe, Espanola, or in the valley; a slight increase in total employment; an 
increase in the number of business firms; retirement of persons now employed; 
and construction contractors and employees who cannot now get housing in Los 
Alamos. Although total employment is not expected to increase materially, 
there certainly will be an increase in the population if housing becomes avail- 
able.” 
BARBER’S SUPERMARKET 


During the afternoon session Mr. Cosgrove, a witness for Barber's Super- 
market, Inc., left the impression that the portal on the east end of the super- 
market building was included in the premises covered by their lease, and that as 
a result of a proposal from Barber’s to increase the size of the building, by en- 
closing the portal area, the AEC proposed to charge a ground rent for the portal 
area. whereas he believed that the rent paid under the existing lease covered 
the portal. A recheck of the lease indicates that the portal is not a part of the 
premises covered by the lease and therefore the payment of a ground rent for 
any addition constructed in the portal area by Barber’s is considered to be 
appropriate. 

I stated at the hearing, that since Barber’s had bought the business from the 
previous owner, the rental to the Government had dropped by $240 per month, 
and I indicated that gross business had dropped accordingly. Mr. Cosgrove 
stated that the reduction was less than the amount which I indicated. The 
records show the following: 

During the 5-year period 1953 through 1957 when Barber’s predecessor was 
operating the supermarket, the average rental paid to the Government (through 
the Zia Co.) was $1,499.49 per month. During a 1-year period from November 2, 
1958, through October 31, 1959, when Barber’s was operating the business, the 
average monthly rental payment was $1,248, a reduction of $251 per month. 


CANCELLATION OF CONTRACT BY TENANT 


I also desire to record the fact that any and all of the tenants of commercial 
facilities always could, and still can, cancel their contract without a penalty. 
Such a privilege was considered necessary because no guarantee could be given 
regarding future conditions at Los Alamos. The form of cancellation clause 
currently being used reads as follows: 

“Herpiration or termination.—This lease shall expire without prejudice to the 
accrued rights of the parties hereunder at the end of the term prescribed, and 
may be terminated sooner without prejudice to the accrued rights of the parties 
hereunder, under the following circumstances: 

“(a) By the lessee: With or without cause, by delivery of 120 days’ written 
notice to the lessor. 

“(b) By either party: In the event the premises are destroyed or damaged 
to the extent that it is no longer practical for the lessee to continue to occupy 
and use the premises, or, under the circumstances set forth in section 8(b) as 
of the date of such destruction or damage, by delivery of written notice to the 
other party within 15 days thereafter or such longer period of time as the 
lessor may allow: Provided, however, That the lessee shall not have such right 
of termination in the event that such destruction or damage was caused by the 
willful misconduct or gross negligence of the lessee, his agents or employees. 

Pils By the lessor: At its election, upon 10 days’ written notice, in the event 
0 — 

“(1) a breach by the lessee of any of the covenants, terms or conditions 
hereof, whether or not such breach is expressly declared a ground for 
termination herein ; 

“(2) the disqualification of the lessee to do business in the State of 
New Mexico; and 

“(3) the filing of any bankruptcy petition, voluntary or involuntary, or 
similar pleading under any bankruptcy or insolvency statute by or against 
the lessee: 

Provided, however, The lessor shall not exercise its election to terminate here- 
under until 30 days’ notice or such other notice as is specifically provided herein, 
has been given to the lessee to correct any breach or default hereunder.” 
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LODGE OPERATION 


During the hearing Mr. Rosen, in his testimony, made reference to the fact 
that the Lodge (the local hotel) was being operated by the Zia Co. at a loss. 
I am very happy to report that, during the past year, changes have been made 
in the operation which may, in the future, avoid operating at a loss. The Lodge 
should be operated on a break-even basis for this fiscal year, because through 
November the revenues have exceeded the expenses by $6,500 and this same 
trend should continue. 


LIQUOR STORE AT THE LODGE 


Mr. Rosen complained of the liquor store at the Lodge and I indicated that 
the gross sales of the package liquor store at the Lodge were approximately 
$10,000 per year. After the hearing, I had the Lodge recheck its figures and 
I find that I was misinformed. The gross sales from the package liquor store 
at the Lodge were $31,000 for calendar year 1958. This is slightly less than 
10 percent of the gross business being done by Atlas Beverage Corp. The Lodge 
also operates a bar and cocktail lounge. The gross sales of the bar and cocktail 
lounge were $20,000 for calendar year 1958. 

The package liquor store at the Lodge was opened in 1954. The annual gross 
business of the Atlas Beverage Corp. has shown an increase since that time 
and during fiscal year 1958, its gross business was $15,000 greater than in 1954. 
Without the store at the Lodge, the increase might have been greater but this is 
doubtful. 

TESTIMONY OF DAN ELLIOTT 


In the prepared testimony of Dan Elliott, he made the following statement: 
“After policy was changed so that we could change to flat rate, I was paying 
$117 average. Business was improving and I wanted to change over to flat rent 
so that I could retain more profit if I continued to build up the business. I 
asked to be changed to a flat rate and was told that since the return to the Gov- 
ernment could not be less, a flat rental of $145 had been established. At that 
time my contract had only about a year to run so I accepted so that I could go 
into negotiations for a new contract with a flat rate ceiling already established.” 
Mr. Elliott has made two misstatements. First, the average rental he had paid 
for the 14 months immediately preceding the negotiation was $137.46 per month. 
Second, Mr. Elliott had no reason to believe the newly negotiated flat rate would 
establish a future ceiling. By letter of September 4, 1956, prior to the time Mr. 
Elliott signed his agreement for the new flat rental rate, the Zia Co. made the 
following statement to him: “It should be expressly understood that the flat 
rental established for the remaining term of Concession Agreement No. 91 will 
not establish the rental for any future agreement which may be entered into as 
a result of the current policy of negotiating with incumbent operators. The 
rental for any new contract will be subject to negotiation at the time such con- 
tract is considered.” Accordingly, Mr. Elliott should have no reason to believe 
that a ceiling had been established at the time he, at his own request, negotiated 
for a change from a percentage basis to a flat rental. 


TESTIMONY OF MR. ROBERT 0. DRAGGON, DRUGGIST 


Mr. Draggon made the following statement in his testimony: “One is that 
because of the high rent we pay, we are unable to set aside a cash reserve for 
replacement of fixtures and equipment. I have about 18 months to go on my 
present contract and, according to good business practices, I would have a cash 
reserve of about $30,000 to buy new cash registers, soda fountain, floor fixtures, 
and do some redecorating. But because my rent has been about 3 percent higher 
than national averages, I simply have not been able to build the reserve that 
normal depreciation schedules allow.” 

In Mr. Draggon’s bid of December 29, 1950, he indicated that in order to start 
into the drug business at Los Alamos, he would have to borrow $25,000. Since 
the award was made to him, it is assumed that he did borrow this amount and 
it is probable that he has repaid it in full. A review of Mr. Draggon’s annual 
profit and loss statements, for the 5-year period 1952 through 1956 as submitted 
to the Zia Co., indicates the following: 

“Depreciation charged to furniture and fixture account amounted to [deleted] 
for the 5-year period. During this same period, Mr. Draggon showed a total 
profit of [deleted]. Although the statements indicate salaries to employees, it 
49176—60——11 
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is not known if Mr. Draggon paid himself a salary in addition to the profit 
indicated above.” 

In 1957 Mr. Draggon incorporated and started submitting a different form of 
profit and loss statement, and he failed to cover a period of 4 months at the time 
of the change. However, his last annual statement for the period May 1, 1957, 
through April 30, 1958, indicates the following: 


Profit and officers’ [deleted] 
Depreciation of furniture and fixtures [deleted] 


Mr. Draggon is delinquent in submitting his annual statement which was due 
August 1, 1959. 
NATIONAL AVERAGES 


Much was said during the hearing about national averages. There is no such 
thing as a single national average because such averages are prepared by 
numerous firms all over the country representing averages in various cities 
and sections and some purporting to represent national averages. In compar- 
ing these averages, one can find a wide range of figures for any one type of 
business. I would like to point out that national averages are only one factor 
to be considered in negotiating rental rates. In addition to national averages, 
this office has always considered the past experience and the estimated future 
prospects of this particular business in arriving at a rental rate considered 
to be proper. 

ANALYSIS BY MR. MAXWELL EWING 


Numerous inaccuracies are contained in the “Analysis of Retail Merchandis- 
ing” dated August 1, 1959, prepared by Mr. Maxwell Ewing of Santa Fe, N. Mex., 
a copy of which was furnished the committee. Some of the inaccuracies were 
brought out by the committee during the hearing. Additional comments con- 
cerning Mr. Ewing’s report have been prepared and are submitted herewith 
as appendix F (on file with the Joint Committee) to my original statement. 
Also included as a part of Appendix G is a copy of a letter received from one 
of the tenants of commercial space indicating his disagreement with Mr. Ewing’s 
statements. This information is submitted for the record but need not be pub- 
lished if Mr. Ewing’s analysis is not published. 

In spite of the indications by some of the merchants that they have not been 
or may not be treated in a reasonable and fair manner, I wish to again state 
that I believe that past treatment has been quite fair and reasonable. I also 
wish to assure you that we will make every reasonable effort to improve our 
relationships with the businessmen to the end that they also will feel that 
their rental rates are arrived at in a fair and equitable manner. 

I would like to thank all of you, Senators Anderson, Jackson, and Bennett, 
and Mr. Bates, for traveling great distances to come to Los Alamos and listen 
to our problems. I wish to assure you that any problem of the community is 
also my problem and that I will always do my best to arrive at an equitable 
solution. I consider that the results of the hearing will be beneficial, not only 
to the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy but also to the AEC and the local 
residents. 

Sincerely, 


Pau A. Witson, Area Manager. 


DECEMBER 7 TESTIMONY OF TeD R. MorGAN, EMPOYEE OF UNIVERSITY OF 
CALIFORNIA, AND RESIDENT oF LOS ALAMOS FOR THE Past 3 YEARS 


In reply to Mr. Wilson’s reasons for denial of public use of the Carco air- 
strip: 

1. Additional planes cause additional hazard. This is strange assertion in 
view of the fact that Kirtland Field is among the 10 busiest airports in the na- 
tion. It’s rather testimony for the safety of this airstrip when you note that 
the contractor who has sole use of it has had no accidents on this route—but he 
has had serious accidnts on other strips. 

2. Mr. Bradbury’s objections were on the same grounds and the FAA report 
on possible use of the airport should have allayed any fears he might have had. 

8. Crash in DP area. There is no reason why a right-hand pattern could not 
be designated. This was also a point brought up by Mr. Bradbury. Contrary to 
what they both seem to think, the right-hand turnout can easily and safely be 
made either up or down wind. 
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4. Question of AEC ability. I’m not sure I fully understand. Mr. Wilson did 
not outline what he thought would be the additional problems. I would like to 
point out that the Government could receive payment for public use of the strip. 

5. Residents of 18A housing. I doubt if the additional noise generated by 
light aircraft could cause these people any discomfort over and above what they 
now expect from larger planes presently using the strip. As for safety, let me 
quote from a representative of the National Insurance Underwriters: “I cannot 
think of more than one case where General Aviation type aircraft caused in- 
jury to people that resided around an airport.” Aircraft would not even have to 
fly over the housing area. 

6. Airspace restriction. Mr. Wilson’s own recommendations will weigh most 
heavily in the designation of such an area. 

In short, Mr. Wilson, nor any official of the AEC, has pointed out any dif- 
ficulties which have not been faced and overcome by numerous communities with 
safety and satisfaction. Obviously the AEC official position has been that the 
status quo is to be maintained and they will justify that situation with their 
greatest effort come snow or high water. 

White Rock is a natural area for a community airport. What makes Mr. Wil- 
son think housing and airports are incompatible? The trend across the nation 
has been for housing to be built around airports. He himself must have ap- 
proved 18A construction at the end of the Carco strip. 

In Mr. Wilson’s opening statement he expressed willingness to listen to expert 
advice. I am curious as to what expert counsel he has had on the airport 
situation. 










































STATEMENT OF WM. F. Sears, M.D., AnD Wm. J. Natori, M.D. 


We are speaking as members of the Flying Physicians Association, and as 
residents of, and physicians practicing in Los Alamos. We shall speak in favor 
of aviation and for public airport facilities at Los Alamos. 

We hasten to concur with the testimony of the Los Alamos Aeronautical As- 
sociation in stressing the need of public airport facilities at Los Alamos. Details 
of the locale of such facilities in Los Alamos are well covered in the report of 
the Los Alamos Aeronautical Association. We wish to stress our point of view 
in support of this need for public airport facilities in Los Alamos. 

The Flying Physicians are a group of approximately 2,000 physicians who are 
licensed pilots. The organization stresses safety, and promotes the use of avia- 
tion as means of providing good medical care and of enhancing a program of con- 
tinuing medical education for the physician. At present the Flying Physicians 
Association is organizing a Civil Defense Program utilizing its members and 
their specific skills. A Flying Physicians Civil Defense program as exists else- 
where in the country could be developed here if public airport facilities were 
made available. 

At the present time one of us uses an airplane at least once a week while serv- 
ing in the capacity of a consultant to the New Mexico State Hospital and to 
other New Mexico communities. The undesirability of the professional time lost 
in driving to and from the Santa Fe airport on each of these occasions, because 
of the lack of public and commercial facilities in Los Alamos, speaks for itself. 

Not only would a public airport facility in Los Alamos enhance the efficiency 
of the local physicians in their efforts to provide other New Mexico communities 
with their speciality skills, but would expedite the transportation of patients, 
other consultants, and drugs to this community in an emergency, and would also 
expedite the transportation of our emergency patients to other medical centers. 

We respectfully request this committee to give its utmost consideration to the 
very real needs of this community for public airport facilities. 


STATEMENT BY GEORGE W. NILES, Seconp LIEUTENANT CAP, COMMANDANT OF 
Cavets, Los ALAMOS SQUADRON 


I am speaking in behalf of an airport facility for the city of Los Alamos for 
the following reasons: 

As you are doubtlessly aware the cadet program of the CAP is primarily 
aimed at aviation education and the promotion and understanding of airpower. 
This includes both civilian and military aviation. As a civilian auxiliary to 
the USAF we are most anxious to provide as many 14- to 21-year-old boys and 
girls as possible with firsthand knowledge and experiences in all phases of mili- 
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tary and civilian aviation. To accomplish this goal requires actual flight orien- 
tation and the chance to observe sundry aviation activities in real life situations. 

At the present we (the CAP) have a light aircraft at municipal airport, 
Santa Fe, N. Mex. For several reasons this is an unsatisfactory arrangement. 
Each time we wish to fly our cadets we are obliged to make a 100-mile round 
trip to Santa Fe. This requires about 2 hours which could be used in flying 
more cadets. This becomes especially important when aircraft stability orienta- 
tion should be carried on in the early morning hours before turbulence has a 
chance to develop. It also interferes with long navigation training flights 
which require a prolonged period of time. There is, of course, the expense 
of transportation which must be borne by the senior member in charge. 

Perhaps more important is the fact that we are unable to maintain a direct 
contact with an airport. The “atmosphere” of an airport is most conducive to 
the training we offer and makes the program more meaningful to our cadets. 
Several times we have been offered the opportunity to receive, at no charge, 
aircraft frames, wings, engine, ete. This would have allowed us to rebuild 
our own aircraft. The money we could have saved the CAP would have been 
considerable and the experience to both cadets and seniors would have been 
priceless. We feel confident that we could erect a building at a local airport 
suitable for both meeting and shop facilities. 

In addition to my volunteer service in the CAP I am employed as an elementary 
schoolteacher (fifth grade) in the Los Alamos system. Since we do take up the 
introduction to the theory of flight I have many times wished for a local 
aviation facility where I could take the children for firsthand observations. 
A trip to Santa Fe is out of question as the AEC will not authorize field trips 
at such a distance. 

For the above reasons I sincerely and respectfully petition the committee to 
render favorable consideration to a local aviation facility. 


Ex Paso, Tex., December 7, 1959. 
Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Albuquerque, N. Mez. 


Dear Sr: I understand there is a move on by some of the residents of Los 
Alamos to have the AEC airfield opened to use by the public. I have also 
learned there is some opposition to this plan, one of the principal opponents 
being a man who has a virtual monopoly on its use. 

I am a member of the National Pilots Association, and we feel that every 
town should have a public airfield. 

I realize that the plant at Los Alamos is very “hush-hush,” which, of course, 
puts it in a somewhat different category than most towns. But when people 
are allowed to walk all over the prohibited area, I can’t see why airplanes 
are forbidden to fly over it. Surely no secrets would be revealed to a pilot that 
would not also be revealed to a pedestrian. 

It seems to me that even if the field were not open to general use, it could and 
should be made available to the residents of Los Alamos who wish to use it. 
Perhaps a system of registration could be worked out whereby any qualified 
pilot who is a bonafide resident of the town could fly his airplane in and out of 
the field through a designated corridor. And if this plan were put into effect, 
it might follow that another commercial operator or two, after a thorough 
screening, would be able to offer some beneficial competition to the present com- 
mercial monopoly. 

I own a cattle ranch near Strauss, N. Mex., on which I have built, at my own 
expense, two good landing strips. This field is used by the general public daily. 
I very seldom use it myself, but I maintain it in good condition. I feel that 
I am rendering a public service. 

In 6 years it has already saved four lives. With plenty of landing fields 
over the country I think flying is much safer than traveling by car. I am 
past 64 years old and have been flying practically all my life—since 1917, 
when I learned to fly in the French Army. 

Thank you, sir, for reading this letter. 

Yours truly, 
J. Leroy McGrapy. 
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Los ALAMOS, N, Mex., December 8, 1959. 
Hon. SENATOR ANDERSON, 
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. 


Dear Sir: While listening to your investigation here in Los Alamos I was 
surprised to hear the members of the Federal Aviation Agency testify to the 
safety of this small airstrip for private planes. I agree with the 42 people resid- 
ing a few hundred feet from this airstrip that this airstrip is unsafe. In my 
former home in Chicago, I have had the occasion to view at least six plane 
crashes. One plane crashed a half block from an airfield killing 18 persons at 
55th and Cicero Avenue. Another plane coming in for a landing crashed at 
63d Place and Cicero damaging a home and garage. Another time at Harlem 
and 65th Street an Army plane crashed killing all Army men, besides these there 
were two small planes which crashed killing the people in them. I believe the 
Federal Aviation Agency has a report on the cargo plane which crashed in 
Chicago a few weeks back burning homes and killing the occupants of these 
homes. There is one thing I would really like to know and that is do the people 
who represent the Federal Aviation Agency believe in safety first? Do you of 
the Atomic Investigation Committee believe in the safety of people of these 
United States? Now anyone with good commonsense would not agree with this 
Federal Aviation Agency, that this airstrip is safe in Los Alamos with only 
an east and west runway. Look at the size of the Chicago Airport and the 
planes still crash. I have always wondered with the money the Government 
has invested in the city of Los Alamos why they didn’t build an airport to 
handle commercial and cargo planes. Another thing, there are people who are 
employed up here who are sent from one place to another who have to drive 
there collecting mileage and gas payments who could be taken by Government 
planes saving the Government many dollars, and the cargo planes could take 
Government material to and from different points. Please give this careful 
thought. 

Respectfully, 
WILLIAM F. EBERT, 


Los ALAMos, N. Mex., December 9, 1959. 
THE JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
The Capitol, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : I, William L. Briscoe, a member of the community of Los Alamos 
and an employee of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, request that the fol- 


lowing statement be made a part of the record of the hearing held in Los Alamos 
on December 7, 1959. 


Subject: Commercial business at Los Alamos 


It appears that most of the businessmen in Los Alamos are paying more for 
their rentals than the national average of their counterparts. In general it has 
been said that this is simply the evidence of bad judgment on their parts. In 
this contention I am in complete accord; however, I also contend that as long 
as the businesses are so closely regulated and the bidding emphasis is on high 
bid rather than performance of service to the public, the present situation will 
continue. 

The emphasis on high bid may well be a bad practice from the viewpoint of 
net revenue to the AEC. It is well known that a large part of the purchases 
made by Los Alamos residents is made through the mail-order houses. I believe 
that this practice has been fostered to the extent that we find it here in Los 
Alamos by the present management practices of the ABC. The emphasis on high 
bid rather than proof of performance causes the merchant to raise his prices and 
cut his services to cover the high rental. The people react by buying through 
the mail-order houses. The business gross drops, and the AEC has lost a good 
piece of revenue. This viewpoint is also supported by the high incidence of 
business failures in Los Alamos. 


It is my belief that business in Los Alamos suffers from “over supervision.” 
It was always my understanding that it was the business of the AEC manage- 
ment to look after the proprietary interest of the Government, but not to protect 
the merchants against each other. I am sure that the business of who should 
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sell antifreeze or toothbrushes Or oranges would take care of itself very well on 
a free market. 


Subject: Los Alamos Public Airport 


Before all of the area at White Rock is given over to housing, I believe an 
airport suitable for commercial traffic should be established in that area. Not 
only would this satisfy the growing list of airplane owners, but it is just good 
thinking for the future from the viewpoint of all Los Alamos residents. 

It is my experience that people building housing will readily build in the 
vicinity of an airport without complaint. On the other hand, if an airport 
tries to move into an area of housing that is already established there is no 
end of complaining. 

In the event of a complete impossibility of an airport at White Rock, I be- 
lieve the present strip at Los Alamos would be satisfactory for private plane 
owners. It is true that there would be loud cries from the 18-A householders, 
but I believe their complaints should be looked at in the light of the history of 
their occupancy. In general, the 18—A people were not forced to move into that 
area. Most of them had housing in other parts of town and voluntarily moved 
into 18-A. When they moved they knowingly accepted a city dump on one 
side, a dog pound on a second side, the possibility of contamination from DP site 
on the south, and the possibility of contamination from Bayo site on the north. 
They also accepted the sewage disposal plant on the west, and the presence of 
the airport on the east. All of these things were in existence when they volun- 
tarily moved in. Why should they complain now that there is consideration 
being given to the possibility of putting the airstrip to its full use? It is my 
own belief that the public is entitled to get this return on its considerable in- 
vestment in that airstrip. 

If there is any real complaint to be made, I think it should be made as a de- 
mand to know who was responsible for the selection of the 1S—A housing site 
and see to it that these people have no further part in our community planning. 


WILLIAM L. BRISCOF. 


Los ALAMOS, N. Mex., December 9, 1959. 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
U.S. Capitol, Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN: In connection with the recent hearing in Los Alamos by the 
joint committee, I should like to make the following comments: 

It was stated early in the hearing that “everything” was going well on Bar- 
ranca Mesa and everyone concerned was most happy with the development thus 
far. I would most heartily agree with these sentiments with one provision. 
And that is, provided the financial aspect of the situation is excluded. In this 
respect, I am speaking primarily for myself and do not represent any organiza- 
tion or other person specifically. I, personally, am finding it quite difficult to 
obtain adequate financing to build on Barranca Mesa. Several other people 
with whom I have talked indicated they probably would have similar difficulty. 

Let me clarify my present position: I have purchased a fine lot on the mesa: 
I have had an architect draw for me a fine set of plans for a modest home; I 
have received bids on these plans; and, I have chosen a contractor. In short, 
I am ready to start building (and have been for over a month). However, I am 
now stymied because I have been unable to find financing. I have contacted the 
local bank with respect to FHA mortgage loans. The bank is willing, but FHA 
has been very discouraging thus far. In casually talking to an FHA repre- 
sentative about 5 weeks ago in their Albuquerque office, the following was made 
clear to me: 

1. FHA, in general, is very reluctant to guarantee any loans for homes in Los 
Alamos. This, I was told, is because of the “temporary” nature of the town and 
that it is, essentially, a one-industry town. 

2. It appeared very doubtful that my plans would be approved for the maxi- 
mum loan (i.e., $22,500) I had intended to apply for and need for the construc- 
tion of my home. This, I was told, is because my salary is not considered high 
enough for FHA to risk this amount on a 15-year basis, the only basis on which 
the local bank will presently do business. This is based on “national averages,” 
although FHA is allowed and occasionally does make exceptions. Furthermore, 
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the fact that I have very few dependents, namely one, was further reason that 
my case would be considered a poor risk. This is because I could, therefore, 
pick up and leave Los Alamos much easier than a person with several children 
to tie him down. 

3. The representative noted that I had about one-third the cost of my house 
in cash, and, therefore, suggested my obtaining conventional money. He then 
wrote down and gave me a list of some four Albuquerque loan organizations to 
contact. 

Consequently, about 1 month ago, I made inquiries to nine loan organizations 
in Espanola, Santa Fe, and Albuquerque, with the following results: Four have 
indicated they are not interested, two have indicated they would make loans of 
considerably less than the amount I need and asked for, three have not yet replied. 

I bring this matter to your attention only because: (1) The statements made 
during the hearing might lead one to believe that, since “everything” is going 
well, financing is no problem; (2) you may be able to suggest a course of action 
not already explored, and (3) if my experience is unsuccessful and proves typical, 
many owners of the original 72 lots, as well as possible future lot owners, may 
find financing a hazard impossible to overcome. In this case, owning a home in 
Los Alamos proper may very well be available only to the few people who are 
able to carry their own financing. 

In conclusion, I should like to state that I would very much like to make 
Los Alamos my permanent home, and any encouragement that might be given 
to FHA to make loans more readily available will be greatly appreciated. 
Despite the discouraging attitude of FHA, I have just recently completed 
making my application and it is presumably in process now. 

Very truly yours, 
B. WILLIAM BERNARD. 


Los ALAMOS, N. MEx., December 10, 1959. 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
Community Relations Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C. 


GENTLEMEN : I wish to add a few remarks to the testimony given at Los Alamos 
on December 7, 1959, regarding the airport problem. 

Dr. Joseph E. Devaney stated that if the present Los Alamos airstrip were 
opened to private pilots that a traffic pattern would be worked out that would 
not take planes over the 18-A housing. May I bring to the attention of the 
committee that although normal flight pattern is, at the present, an east-to-west 
landing, and therefore, not over the housing, west-to-east landings are made when 
the east end of the runway is covered by clouds or fog. This type of landing 
does take planes very low over the 18-A housing. They are not now made very 
frequently because “Carco” does not like to land and not be able to take off 
again—a condition which usually exists with this type of weather. However, in 
the case of private pilots desiring to get home, the frequency of this type of 
landing would greatly increase. I feel the Los Alamos Air Association was being 
a little less than candid with their testimony, for although takeoffs toward 
housing could be completely restricted, a landing pattern over housing could not 
and would not be restricted when, in the opinion of the pilot, clouds or fog 
interfere with the normal east-to-west landing. Therefore, the frequency of 
landing over the housing would vastly increase. 

I cannot set myself up as a safety expert, and say that from a safety point of 
view west-to-east landings are a much greater hazard to the housing area; but I 
can say that from an annoyance point of view, the west-to-east landing pattern 
is an extreme annoyance due to noise and vibration caused by planes coming in 
low over the houses. Housing at the end of an airstrip in no town is considered 
desirable. I feel it would be extremely unfair to the residents of the airport 
housing area to force this annoyance on them to accommodate the recreation of 
others. I say recreation, because flying for the majority of members of the 
L.A.A.A. is recreation, since the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory does not allow 
its employees to travel by private plane while on official business. 

Very truly yours, 


BERTRAM HEIL, 
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Los ALAMOS HOME OWNERS ASSOCIATION, 


Los Alamos, N. Mez., December 10, 1959. 
Hon. Senator CLinton P. ANDERSON, 


Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: This letter pertains to the inquiry just concluded 
which was conducted by yourself, Senator Henry Jackson, Senator Wallace 
Bennett, and Representative William Bates. I wish to have this letter made 
a part of the record of the hearing. 

All of the figures herein were confirmed by myself by phone this week. Sources 
of the figures are shown. Prices are for a minimum of 10 tons delivered in 


the city shown. Material quality is the same in each case. Concrete prices 
are for 1 cubic yard, delivered. 





Material Atbuqueraue| Santa Fe Espanola Los Alamos 


Rass | 


114-inch aggregate_...........-- 1 

34-inch aggregate 1 1. 80 
Sand. - a ' “ 1. 1. 50 
Class C Redimix (2,500-pound test) i 14. 16. 00 
Class B Redimix (3,000-pound test) 14 16. 87 


1. 80 


a 
8H oop 


Albuquerque: Albuquerque Sand & Gravel Co, 

Santa Fe: Pike’s Redimix Co, 

Espanola: Espanola Transit Mix (Cooks Mercantile Co.) 
Los Alamos: The Zia Co. 


Because of the high cost of concrete, an attempt was made to rent a concrete 
mixer from the Zia Co. However, because of a decision made in the manager’s 
office by Mr. John J. Burke, the Zia Co. though willing, was prohibited from 
renting the equipment. 

Ironically enough, two concrete mixers were being disposed of to State 
agencies through the surplus section of the Zia Co. (Mr. William P. Junge) at 
the same time that the above decision was made. A third mixer was retained 
by the Zia Co. and has seen no use this past year. All of Zias mixing is done 
in redimix transport trucks. 

Since 25 of the homes on Barranca Mesa are being built by “do-it-yourselfers,” 
it would be a great help if together with a reappraisal of the concrete problem 
some assistance could be rendered through the rental by the Zia Co. of the 
smaller pieces of mechanical equipment which are unused or which are used 
only during the week. Weekends are the most active times on the Mesa. Rates, 
as those set up by the Associated Equipment Dealers could be charged. As with 
concrete there is no competition in this field and costs, thereby reduced, could 
only have a further beneficial effect on the development of Barranca Mesa. 

Very truly yours, 
EpwarpD B. GrotHus, Secretary. 
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THE ZIA Co., 
Los Alamos, N. Mex., November 5, 1959. 
Sold to E. B. Grothus, 4849—-A Yucca Street, Los Alamos, N. Mex. 
Invoice No. 60-937. 
Date your order 
Contract No. , 
Terms: Net 10 days. 














Description Quantity Price Amount 

Furnish and deliver material to Barranca Mesa, lot No. 94 as 

follows: | | 
Concrete, class B- ou 1 dontda ce wa selec ci A tel $20. 25 $111. 38 
Holdup time on mixer slat - aad | 1 hour | eal 6. 00 
Total 117. 38 

W/O 511960, 
THE Zra Co., 


Los Alamos, N. Mez., September 23, 1959. 
Sold to Edward B. Grothus, 4849-A Yucca Street, Los Alamos, N. Mex. 
Invoice No. 60—527. 
Date your order 
Contract No. . 
Terms: Net 10 days. 


| | . 
Description | Quantity Price Amount 


Furnish and deliver material to Barranca Mesa, lot No. 94 as | 
follows: 


114-inch concrete aggregate 73 ce wtescoch SS ee. $3. 41 $37. 51 
Delivery. jum aaeae £ ee 8. 67 
Total ce ae : Baga ee 46. 18 


W/O 511880. 


Tue Z1a Co., 
Los Alamos, N. Mez., August 28, 1959. 
Sold to Edward Grothus, 4849 A Yucca, Los Alamos, N. Mex. 
Invoice No. 60—420. 
Date your order 
Contract No. ‘ 
Terms: Net 10 days. 














Description Quantity | Price | Amount 
eeestegiiies “a - nian | | 
Furnish and deliver material as follows: | 
2 Pa eee a settee) ME eaesil $3. 16 $34. 76 
Delivery ..........- é y ‘a ae | : 8. 47 
a 


W/O 511832, 
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Los ALAMOs, N. MEx., December 10, 1959. 
Hon. CuInton P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Inasmuch as it was indicated that correspondence 
would be accepted by your committee in regard to the recent hearing on com- 
munity affairs at Los Alamos, I should like to submit the following comments; 

(1) My name is Robert T. McGee. I live at 1060-B 49th Street in Los 
Alamos. I am an elementary school principal in Los Alamos and I have lived 
here since August of 1951. I am married and have one child. 

(2) Re commercial facilities—It occurred to me that during the hearings 
what has been evident to the Los Alamos consumer also became evident to the 
committee. Namely, that basic food and household items are priced higher than 
surrounding areas. To some degree this might have some merit, I have, how- 
ever, long questioned the prevalent attitude that the “hill” (referring here to 
the literal approach to Los Alamos) automatically increases prices 2 to 3 cents 
on the dollar. Railheads in Santa Fe and modern bulk trucking would seem 
to alter this situation as an ipso facto rule. In a word, it seems extraordinary 
that so many (though obviously not all) commercial persons saw a need to 
plead a hardship and still do not seem reluctant to continue their leases; nor 
do they seem to have any plans to move their enterprises elsewhere. 

In a word, though there can always be exceptions and misunderstandings, 
I feel that the local AEC office has not only been quite fair, but that this office 
has been responsible for a high degree of protection of the consumer citizenry 
in Los Alamos. Clearly, many commercial enterprises are monopolies. 

(3) Re the need for an airport——Obviously, Los Alamos does have an air- 
port which is quite adequate to meet its needs, in addition to those of the 
Laboratory, for whom it is basicaly contracted. I have flown this route my- 
self when personal or professional business has demanded it. I also know 
that special flights and services have been provided the community (hospital, 
private citizens, etc.) when the occasion demanded it. For these reasons, it 
appears that a minority of persons demand an airport facility (privilege or 
extension) for their private hobby. No testimony given on behalf of the air- 
port appears, to me, to overshadow the fact that this clear minority are con- 
cerned about their own pleasure and want a special privilege or, even worse, 
a special subsidy from the Federal Government in order to indulge it. To 
contemplate a figure of $1 million for this lark is most disturbing to me as a 
citizen and as a taxpayer. Finally, many of the arguments, without docu- 
mentation, a fact I am sure the committee noted. When most of our citizens 
can afford an airplane, this picture might change. That most citizens can do 
so now is patently false. I can barely afford an automobile. 

(4) Community affairs (schools).—The following comments are made as a 
citizen and met as a representative of the Los Alamos schools. 

The schools of Los Alamos are widely known to be above average. This, I 
consider, is due to a combination of factors including excellent administration, 
board of education leadership, the interest of the community, and the Laboratory, 
and the local office of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Financially, however, our schools face a growing problem. As the committee 
knows, aside from support from the State of New Mexico and a small amount 
from Los Alamos County, the Los Alamos schools are financed through a grant- 
in-aid by the Federal Government. This grant is in lieu of real estate taxes. 

The Los Alamos (AEC), at least, has always been most cooperative and 
interested in dealing reasonably with the schools in arriving at this grant- 
in-aid. However, this same office is apparently faced with a directive or vague 
rule which I can only presume some officer in a higher echelon—perhaps the 
Bureau of the Budget itself—is responsible for. This rule simply stated, points 
out that salaries and facilities for the Los Alamos schools (and other community 
agencies such as the public library also fall under this rule) cannot exceed 
those of surrounding areas. Our plants are above average, our personnel and 
programs (thanks to good leadership) are certainly above average. Yet, year- 
ly;our schools are faced with this problem of finance to the point that our 
schools are not only prohibited from leading in salaries and facilities, but 
that, indeed, our salaries (and potentially our personnel and programs) are 
considered behind many communities in the State of New Mexico and the 
multistate area. The results of a policy which force the schools to base its 
programs (through salaries) on the basis of an “average common denominator” 
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is a very difficult one for schoolpeople to be faced with. The fact that the 
school system’s quality is a vital factor in the Laboratory’s recruiting policy 
(as it would be for any industrial concern) is obvious, albeit intangible. That 
the Los Alamos schools cannot take the lead in salaries and facilities makes 
the risk great that in any given period of a few years, these same schools 
might become far behind in an educational program. 

I would hope that the committee might be able to give some attention to 
this factor in community affairs so that the schools do not face this some- 
what arbitrary limitation. In some instances these “other” communities with 
which Los Alamos must be compared are not as interested and motivated for 
school programs as are the people of Los Alamos. In some instances, however, 
other communities are motivated and also have access to a tax base which 
will support such a program on a high level. 

I am sure that the committee notes the ironic parallel between the supposed 
“airport problem” which can, at most, affect only a small minority of our 
community and the problem of the schools which, will ultimately affect every 
person in the community. What we esteem, we are willing to support. 

Respectfully, 
Rosert T. McGEE. 


Los ALAMOS, N. Mex., December 10, 1959. 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
US. Capitol, Washington, D.C. 

GENTLEMEN : As you see, I am one of the residents of Barranca Mesa. I would 
like first to express my appreciation to all who worked so hard and so long for 
the success of the Barranca Mesa development, and to say that our home is a 
great satisfaction to my family and myself. 

After thinking over the testimony presented at your hearing, I feel that 
there are some points worth emphasizing and perhaps some views of my own to 
air. 

For several reasons I am convinced that the development of the rest of 
Barranca Mesa should be continued in the same way as the first two areas, 
namely by the AEC. Barranca Mesa offers the best possibility for persons at 
Los Alamos to build homes according to their own ideas and in sizes to meet 
their family’s needs. Continuation would protect the investment of those who 
have already built on the mesa. If a large developer took over, there would be 
a restriction on the type of construction and probably of size. 

The cost of a developed lot on Barranca Mesa is comparable to the cost 
of one bedroom addition to existing housing. The additions solace the few 
but do nothing to alleviate the housing shortage. The type of housing needed 
at Los Alamos is more homes with more space. There are enough project type 
homes in existence. The only need for smaller, economical homes arises from 
requirements of persons expecting to retire, single persons who cannot aspire 
to the single units requiring many housing points, and a few others. 

According to the wage and salary division figures, there are 450 or so staff 
members whose salaries exceed the median salary of about 10,000 per year. 
These people would ordinarily be living in houses costing $20,000 or more and 
must be considered to be dwelling in substandard housing for persons in their 
economic level. 

I see no reason for delay in the disposal of Government housing. Many of 
the persons in desirable single-units are expecting to take advantage of the 25- 
percent discount offered at Oak Ridge and presumably at Los Alamos too. A 
resale of their house with the appropriate profit puts them in a position to 
build a still better house. Putting as many people on the same footing of prop- 
erty possession in Los Alamos as possible will strengthen many aspects in 
the community. Those who own property are to some degree forced to take a 
long-range responsible attitude toward affairs in the community. 

The system of leasing space to merchants who bid the highest is a way of 
guaranteeing inept management and poor service to the community. The dis- 
parity between the income of persons in Los Alamos and the amount of the 
income spent in Los Alamos is proof of the failure of the existing system to fill 
the needs of the residents at Los Alamos. Only with private ownership of stores 
will the merchants have the flexibility to meet the varying needs of the com- 
munity and demands made by competition. No manager worthy of the name 
would operate under the limitations of space and contract existing today. 








166 COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AT LOS ALAMOS 






I understand that at Oak Ridge, Government funds were made available for 
mortgages on the houses sold there. The mortgages were then sold to private 
investors. Could such a plan be used at Los Alamos both for Barranca Mesa and 
White Rock and for the project houses? At this moment there must be half a 
dozen houses being held up at Barranca Mesa by the scarcity of reasonable 
mortgage money. 

Concrete is not the only expensive item at the Zia Co. Their utility services 
(not gas rates, etc.) might be considered high also. I paid for the removal of an 
unsightly electric pole servicing several lots so that the users might have under- 
ground electric and telephone entrance. The cost of removing one pole, putting 
a junction box and conduit on another was $520. My electrical contractor from 
Santa Fe assured me he could, if regulations permitted, have done the job for 
about one-half the price. 

Costs of building and maintenance at Los Alamos will come down only when 
contractors find enough business in the city to set up shop here. This amount 
of business will materialize only when Government houses are sold. 

As Mr. Godfrey suggested, making more housing available to contractors from 
the units allotted to merchants would help contractors and their key personnel 
at this time. A hastening of the new trailer area would undoubtedly help in 
this direction if that too were available to contractors and their men. 

Very truly yours, 
GeorGeE N. WHITE, Jr. 






Los ALAMOS, N. Mex., December 15, 1959. 
Joint ATOMIC ENERGY COMMITTEE, 


Committee Investigating Los Alamos Town Problems. 


GENTLEMEN: At your public hearing in Los Alamos the local AEC officials 
emphasized that more housing must be available before disposal of the town 
could be possible. I wonder if their thinking on the amount of additional hous- 
ing necessary covers the fact that the act of disposal itself would release a large 
number of houses (incidentally, some of the finest), those presently occupied by 
AEC personnel. It would also make available as a community building the AEC 
Administration Building. Before the AEC moved into it the building served 
as housing for single people and as a community meeting and recreational center. 
Of course, the outery raised by the community when the AEC took over the 
building for office space went unheeded. The needs of the AEC were, as usual, 
given priority over the needs of the community. After all, as one AKC official 
pointed out to me long ago: 

“The AEC administrators are the most important people in the town. They 
should have the best housing.” 

My protest that perhaps the scientists were of at least equal importance 
brought forth an admission of prejudice on his part in favor of administrators; 
it did not, nor did I expect it to, in any way affect the arrogant and high- 
handed AEC method of operation in Los Alamos. 

You stated at the hearing that Government disposal of Los Alamos would 
probably come about only through the urging of the townspeople. I urge it. I 
am absolutely fed up with living according to decisions made arbitrarily by 
bureaucrats with no consideration of, nor interest in, my needs. 

My husband and I would like to own the Los Alamos house we rent from the 
Government. Although poorly planned and inadequately maintained, it is more 
satisfactory for our family than either Barranca Mesa or White Rock housing. 

Both locations are inconvenient for us because we have four children attending 
school—two of them involved in many afterschool activities at the high school. 
Barranca Mesa is beyond our financial reach, and White Rock seems hot, barren, 
and unappealing to us, It would make a good airport location, and the present 
airport would be a nice spot for housing. 

Because you have requested brevity, I will resist the temptation to unload 
personal grievances, to detail specific examples of unwise, unjust, and expensive 
AEC decisions. Such detailing is more properly the province of a book than a 
letter. Besides, although it would give me pleasure to have the malignant AEC 
growth removed from Los Alamos, to see petty, pompous heads fall, I am 
temperamentally no hatchetman. My deepest dissatisfaction with conditions at 
Los Alamos is that they are conducive to a destructive rather than a creative 
frame of mind. Not only does this harm the individuals involved, it also dam- 
ages the productivity of the laboratory. When employees are constantly plagued 
by housing and community problems, when their efforts to solve those problems 
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are always frustrated, when much of their energy is spent on bitterness and 
anger, they cannot devote their full potential to their jobs. 

Thank you for taking an interest in Los Alamos; thanks especially for con- 
ducting the public hearing. It was salutary for the town’s morale. For many 
of us it was like finding a crack in what previously seemed an impenetrable wall. 
I think you share our hope that improvements will occur as a result of your 
attention to our problems. 

I feel certain that anything you do to expedite letting Los Alamos join the 
rest of the country as a democracy will be greatly appreciated by all residents 
except those equipped with tyrannical tendencies and the means to indulge them. 

Sincerely, 
KATHLEEN RUNYAN, 
( Wife of James E. Runyan, 
Mechanical engineer, 
Employed by University of California). 


Los ALAMOS, N. Mex., December 17, 1959. 


















Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Please find enclosed copies of a petition which has 
been partially circulated here in Los Alamos, concerning the use of North Mesa, 
Los Alamos County, N. Mex., as an airstrip. These petitions should be added as 
an annex to the written testimony presented by J. A. Leary to the hearing held 
by you and Senator Jackson, December 7 and 8, 1959, in Logs Alamos. (See p. 
117.) 

I wish to thank you and the committee for the opportunity to present these 
arguments against the use of North Mesa as an airstrip. 

Very truly yours, 
NORMAN G. WILSON, 
Research Physicist. 


Los ALAMOS, N. Mex., December 18, 1959. 
Hon. Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 


Albuquerque, N. Mew. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: Will you please include the following testimony 
with that gathered at the recent congressional committee hearings at Los 
Alamos. 

My name is Robert L. Nance. I am employed by the Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory and have been a resident of Los Alamos for almost 9 years. 

The recent congressional committee hearings in Los Alamos emphasized the 
fact that there is dissatisfaction with the present concessionaire system. It is 
my belief that the purpose of the commercial concessions at Los Alamos is to 
serve the community in the best way possible. It is obvious, in many cases, that 
this is not being done, and I blame this primarily on the system set up by the 
Government which weakens competition and business strength in the following 
ways: 

1. There are restrictions on the types of merchandise that a given merchant 
may sell. Such things as changing market conditions, lack of foresight, etc., often 
put a merchant in a bad financial position from which he is not allowed to re- 
trieve himself by the normal expedient of changing to a better selling line of 
merchandise. 

2. The present bid system of obtaining concessions often secures as rent the 
highest percentage of gross income but not always the greatest amount of money. 
This occurs when a shortsighted merchant, with more optimism than business 
sense, secures a business through a bid too high to give him a reasonable profit 
margin. Therefore, the ensuing financial embarrassment can lead to meager stocks 
of merchandise, prices too high for competition with neighboring towns, and 
generally poor service for the community. It can readily be seen that such an 
unwise concessionaire would actually pay less money to the AEC than a wiser 
merchant would have who had submitted a lower but more realistic bid and 
who would have realized a larger volume of business. 

It is my belief that the only answer to this situation is free competition. 

I believe that the following program would be necessary to obtain this com- 
petition : 

1. Sell all present commercial facilities in Los Alamos at low prices bound 
to attract businessmen. The present tenants should have first chance to buy. 






























168 COMMUNITY PROBLEMS AT LOS ALAMOS 


Those business locations not purchased by present tenants should be sold to 
others at the original attractive prices on a drawing or first-come first-serve 
basis. 

2. Sell, at low attractive prices, the commercially desirable land around town 
which is now idle. The only restrictions on construction and use of buildings 
on these sites should be a modern set of normal community zoning regulations. 
Areas close to the community center, such as the old Zia hangar site, parts of the 
old technical area, and areas adjacent to the Zia warehouses on Trinity Drive, 
ete., plus some areas in other portions of the community are examples. When 
sold, these would allow the construction of enough more commercial facilities 
to give the free competition necessary to provide the community of Los Alamos 
with really good service. The numerous successful businesses would be an 
additional asset to the community by providing increased employment and in- 
creased taxes necessary for a normal town. 

Undoubtedly, many legal questions regarding sales would have to be resolved. 
However, I am confident that they could be resolved and the way opened for 
these sales. 

Increasing the number of businesses in Los Alamos before increasing the 
available housing for personnel would pose a problem. However, it could be 
resolved by the present unclaimed business housing allotment plus the fact that 
a prospering merchant would be willing to commute for a period of time until 
the present housing shortage is alleviated. 

In closing, I wish to say that the only interest I have in submitting this testi- 
mony is as a consumer desiring good service. 

Yours sincerely, 
RosBert L. NANCE. 


Los ALAMOS, N. MEx., December 18, 1959. 

Hon. Henry M. Jackson, Chairman, 
Subcommittce on Communities, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
U.S. Capitol, Room F-88, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR JACKSON: I should like to offer the following comments in 
connection with the hearing held by your subcommittee in Los Alamos on De- 
cember 7, 1959. 


1. Airport 


I am one of the people interested in the White Rock housing development. 
Like the residents of the 18—-A housing and Barranca Mesa, I have no desire 
to live near an airport. I, therefore, would suggest that the White Rock area 
should not be considered for airport use, since it would make White Rock an 
undesirable neighborhood in which to live, and would detract from the value 
of the housing site. 

My feelings in this matter are not based on uninformed opinion. I hold 
a commercial pilot’s certificate and I have logged over 2,000 accident-free hours 
of flying time. 


2. Sale of housing 


Like most of Los Alamos residents, I live in a multiple-housing unit. I am 
not interested in owning half of a duplex. At the same time, I don’t want my 
house sold from under me. There are a few houses in town that I would con- 
sider buying, but they are already occupied, presumably by people who would 
buy them if given the opportunity. 

My interest in both the White Rock development and the sale of Los Alamos 
homes is not actually contradictory. I seriously doubt that the White Rock 
housing will turn out to be reasonably priced, compared, for instance, with 
Albuquerque market prices. Also it may turn out to be an undesirable home- 
site because of an airport in the neighborhood, and, of course, it may not be 
ready for sale before the disposal of Los Alamos housing takes place. 

Thank you for your attention to my remarks. 

Respectfully yours, 
BENJAMIN J. MELTON, Jr. 
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Los ALAMOS MERCHANTS ASSOCIATION, 
Los’ Alamos, N. Mewv., December 19. 1959. 


The Joint COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
U.S. Capitol, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deak Stes: The board of directors of the Los Alamos Merchants Association 
met to review the testimony.'taken at your recent hearing pertaining to com- 
mercial facilities in Los Alamos. During this review we noted several points 
which we feel the committee did not develop and several other areas which may 
lead to the committee’s misunderstanding or misinterpretation. We would like 
to reemphasize these points and make them a part of the committee’s record. 

In the testimony of Dan Elliott of the Los Alamos Photo Shop it was our 
intent to show the committee that the AEC real estate department penalizes good 
management’s ability to show a continuing increase. That they use past gains 
as a basis of projecing future business and then increase rentals to what they 
feel is the highest dollar possible to obtain. The record of past negotiations for 
the extension of existing leases will show that the merchant has no choice. 
He must agree to their decision of what is a fair rental or go out of business. 

There are definite advantages to the merchants, the Government, and the 
community, to the policy of changing leases to a flat rental rather than a per- 
centage basis. Under the flat rental merchants can handle promotional items 
having a short or loss markup and large ticket items can be reduced to accom- 
plish a sale. It is obvious that this could not be done on a percentage of gross 
lease. 

Listening ‘to the committee’s examination of Marvin Miller of the Deluxe 
Barber Shop it was apparent that the committee did not differentiate between net 
return and Mr. Miller’s net earnings. The net profit from the business must 
be considered apart from income received for managing the business and from 
actual labor performed within the business to produce additional personal in- 
come. In Mr. Miller’s case he performs the duties of a barber to augment the 
modest salary he receives for running the business. 

Mr. Wilson’s testimony (appendix A,) goes into great detail explaining the 
amount of income produced for the Government by the commercial facilities, 
in lien of taxes. Mr. Wilson did not inform the committee that the businessmen 
in Los Alamos are assessed and do pay county taxes. A condition which did not 
exist at the time many of the present merchants bid on their businesses. This 
of course adds an unforeseen cost. 

You will recall that the merchants testifying were not invited to nor given the 
opportunity to question the committee or the AEC personnel. It would have 
been advantageous if some of the committee’s interrogation could have been 
more fully developed, particularly Senator Jackson’s observation of the Govy- 
ernment’s moral responsibility. Granting that the AEC’s new policy of leasing 
land for development by private enterprise is commendable it is also hazardous. 
If this policy which allows any or all of the 63 businesses invited to the com- 
mercial community to obtain a lower rent than that presently being paid by 
similar existing businesses—is there not a moral obligation to consider the 
hardships this will inevitably create? 

On December 18, the bids for the undeveloped land at 1400 17th Street were 
opened and apparently the high bid was submitted by Speedway Drive-In Food 
Stores. Tom McKenna, Sr., in whose name the bid was made, said that the 
building would house a drive-in store which would sell groceries, liquors, drugs, 
and sundries, and have a washateria and a drycleaning pickup station. You will 
remember that considerable emphasis was placed on existing contracts con- 
taining a limitation of goods sold clause. This single new enterprise will create 
unexpected competition for every merchant now in business and tied to an unrev- 
ocable high rent and limitation of goods contract. 

We agree, and AEC management never allows us to forget, that our rent 
structure is of our own making. However, it must again be brought to the 
committee’s attention that when the bid system was inaugurated an entirely 
different set of policies and economic conditions were in effect. The records 
will show that persons who entered business under this system have either 
lived up to their contractual obligations or gone broke. 
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As Senator Bennett, a greatly admired businessman, jokingly pointed out 
during the hearing that he had made a number of bad deals during his career. 
He did not say nor did we ask whether or not he had made any attempt, con- 
tractual, or otherwise, to remedy and salvage his situation. 

It is our real hope you will closely examine the unilateral and dictatorial 
policies of the AEC closely and that remedial avenues which would benefit both 
the community and the businessman can be 

We do appreciate and want to thank you for the time and effort the commit- 
tee has devoted to better understand and appraise the business climate in Los 
Alamos. We are certain that your judgment and decisions will be fair and 
equitable. 

Sincerely yours, 
NogMAN R. ROSEN, President. 


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, 
Los ALAMOS SCIENTIFIC LABORATORY, 
Los Alamos, N. Mez., January 23, 1960. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
U.S. Senator from New Mezico, 
Senate Building, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR ANDERSON: I am writing to you in connection with the problem 
of home financing on Barranca Mesa in Los Alamos. 

I am a physicist in the Nuclear Propulsion Division at Los Alamos. I served 
as a consultant to the Argonne National Laboratory and to the Los Alamos 
Laboratory before joining the LASL staff permanently in 1951. As a veteran 
of World War II I have obtained a Veterans’ Administration certificate of 
eligibility for a GI loan in the maximum amount of entitlement. My financial 
status represents a minimal investment risk by any standards, and I have saved 
my full veterans entitlement to obtain a GI loan for home construction on 
Barranca Mesa. Because of our large family (five children) we feel we must 
build on Barranca Mesa or probably leave Los Alamos, as there is no adequate 
Government housing for our family. 

I have written to the major investors, mortgage and lending agencies in this 
entire area including Santa Fe and Albuquerque, and I find essentially no in- 
terest in making a GI loan in Los Alamos because of “the unique economic situ- 
ation” meaning, of course, that this is a one-industry town. Typical responses 
clearly indicate complete indifference toward the Laboratory and the community 
of Los Alamos. 

Despite the fact that GI loans are not available here, Los Alamos has not been 
approved for direct VA loans. Recently the VA regional office announced that 
“all of New Mexico is included in the direct-loan area, except the corporate limits 
of Albuquerque, Grants, Farmington, Roswell, Clovis, Hobbs, Carlsbad, Las Cruces, 
and Alamogordo” (cr. enclosed article from the Santa Fe New Mexican, Sunday 
Jan. 24). The question arises as to why Los Alamos veterans, who show true 
initiative by being willing to stake their own private funds on the future of 
Los Alamos, should find it essentially impossible to obtain GI loans. 

Knowing of your continued confidence in the people and the work at Los Ala- 
mos, I appeal to you in this matter on behalf of the residents of Los Alamos 
who hope to build their own homes in this community, and who will definitely 
require home financing. 

If no relief is readily forthcoming from established agencies, such as the 
Veterans’ Administration or the Federal National Mortgage Association (and in 
view of the apparent indifference of private financial institutions) it may be 
necessary to make specific provisions to meet the needs of home financing in Los 
Alamos. (Already one can foresee a requirement for $2 million of mortgage 
money for the next 117 lots alone.) 

To implement the private homeownership program at Los Alamos, the follow- 
ing possible solution may merit consideration: The provisions of Public Law 
221 for financing individual purchase of Government-owned housing in Richland, 
Wash., and Oak Ridge, Tenn. (cf. Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955, sec. 62 
et seq.) could be extended to new-home construction in Los Alamos. It is, in 
fact, the declared intention of the Atomic Energy Community Act of 1955 to 
“encourage the construction of new homes at the communities” (cf. ch. 1, see. 
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13(d)). In view of the extenuating financial circumstances at Los Alamos, 
some reasonable provision for home financing is a logical corollary of existing 
and future appropriations by the Congress for continued lot development at the 
Barranca Mesa site. Without the availability of financing on reasonable terms, 
the intent of Congress cannot be carried out, simply because most Los Alamos 
residents do not have the large sums required to build homes for cash on the 
lots which the AEC is now developing and plans to develop in the future. 

With the press of duties in your high office, I hope you can forgive me this 
very lengthy letter. I have felt compelled to present this matter directly to you 
on behalf not only of my own family, but of the many Los Alamos residents 
seeking financing to build their own home in this community. 

Very respectfully yours, 
Dr. GEORGE ROBERT KEEPIN. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
REGIONAL OFFICE, 


Albuquerque, N. Mer., January 13, 1960. 
Mr. GEORGE R. KEEPIN, 


Los Alamos, N. Mev. 


DeAaR Mr. KEEPIN: As requested in your letter of January 11, 1960, we are 
enclosing a specimen copy of the application for a Veterans’ Administration 
guaranteed loan. These applications are available through lenders participating 
in the GI home loan program. 

Under existing regulations we are not permitted to make a Veterans’ Admin- 
istration direct loan in Los Alamos. Consequently, we are not placing your name 
on the waiting list for a direct loan to build a home in that community. 

We understand that legislation is presently pending in Congress that would, 
among other things, extend the GI loan program for World War II veterans, and 
possibly the direct loan program. Of course, we do not know just what action 
will be taken and what effect, if any, this legislation would have towards liber- 
alization of mortgage money. 

Very truly yours, 
W. H. BUTTERBAUGH, 
Chief, Loan Processing Section. 


GuLF CoAst INVESTMENT CorP., 


Albuquerque, N. Mezx., January 15, 1960. 
Dr. GEORGE RoBeRT KEEPIN, 


Los Alamos, N. Mez. 


Dear Dr. KEEPIN: We are in receipt of your letter dated January 6 and, much 
to our regret, must advise that we have no funds available for loans in Los 
Alamos, and know of no other mortgage company who does. 

Our only suggestion is that perhaps one of the local banks could help you. 

Sincerely yours, 


L. W. Sutron, Vice President. 


MortTGAGE INVESTMENT Co., oF Ext Paso, TEx., 
Albuquerque, N. Mez., January 11, 1960. 
Dr. GEORGE ROBERT KEEPIN, 
Los Alamos, N. Mex. 


Dear Dr. Keepin: Thank you for your letter of January 6. We appreciate 
your inquiry concerning a VA loan in the Barranca Mesa area. We regret to 
advise that we are not in a position to broker a VA loan such as the one de- 
scribed in your letter. 

Due to the unique economic situation in the Los Alamos area, we are unable 
to consider mortgage loans of any type at this time. We sincerely trust that 
you will be successful in placing this loan elsewhere. 

Very truly yours, 
J. D. FULMER, Manager. 
49176—60——_12 
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THE EQUITABLE LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY OF THE UNITED STATES, 
New York, N.Y., January 13, 1960. 
Dr. GEORGE ROBERT KEEPIN, 
Los Alamos, N. Mez. 


Dear Dr. KEEPIN: Thank you for your letter of January 9, requesting infor- 
mation regarding home loans on your proposed home in Los Alamos. 

I regret to advise that the Equitable does not make VA loans. Our program 
is confined to conventional loans only and, at the present time, we do not have 
Los Alamos in our approved list of cities. 

I appreciate your inquiry and regret that at this time we cannot offer our 
service to you. 

Yours very truly, 
ALBERT BASINGER, Jr., Loan Supervisor. 


JREAT SOUTHERN LIFE INSURANCE CO., 
Houston, Texr., January 15, 1960. 
Wr. GEORGE RoserRT KEEPIN, 
University of California 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
Los Alamos, N. Mex. 


DEAR Dr. Keepin: This refers again to your letter of January the 6th con- 
cerning the possibility of our company making a loan in the Barranca Mesa 
addition to Los Alamos. 

I regret to tell you that our company is not in a position to consider any loan 
applications in the area at this time. 

Yours very truly, 
E. M. Batrp, District Investment Manager. 


ALBUQUERQUE NATIONAL BANK, 
Albuquerque, N. Mez., January 12, 1960. 
Dr. GrorGE Ropert KEEPIN, 
Los Alamos, N. Mex. 


DeaR Dr. Keepin: This morning I received your letter of January 9, 1960, 
where you were inquiring about a VA loan on a home you contemplate building 
in Los Alamos. I wish to inform you that we are not at the present time making 
any GI loans. May I suggest your contacting one of the banks in Santa Fe, and 
they may be able to help you in locating funds available for GI loans. 

I regret that we are unable to help you at this time. 

Yours very truly, 


R. J. DomeEnNtcr, Assistant Cashier. 


JEFFERSON STANDARD LIFE INSURANCE Co., 


Greensboro, N.C., January 13, 1960. 
Dr. GEORGE R. KEEPIN, 


Los Alamos, N. Meza. 


Dear Dr. Keepin: In reply to your letter of January 9 inquiring if our com- 
pany would be interested in making a GI loan on a home to be built in Los 
Alamos, this is to advise that we do not make GI loans. Our company makes 
conventional loans only. 

Very truly yours, 


Tom M. Moore. 


WESTERN INVESTMENTS, INC., 
Albuquerque, N. Mew., January 18, 1960. 


Dr. GrorGE R. KEEPIN, 
Los Alamos, N. Mez. 


Deak Sir: Reference is made to your letter of January 6, 1960, in which you 
inquired about our firm making you a first mortgage on a new home that you 
plan to build this spring on Barranca Mesa in Los Alamos. I am sorry to 
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inform you that at this time our firm is not interested in making loans in Los 
Alamos. 


Very truly yours, 
WESTERN INVESTMENTS, INC., 
W. O. CUNNINGHAM, Jr., 
Vice President. 


THE PRUDENTIAL INSURANCE Co. OF AMERICA, 
Rocky MOUNTAIN MorTGAGE LOAN OFFICE, 


Denver, Colo., January 19, 1960. 
Dr. GeorGE R. KEEPIN, 


Los Alamos, N. Mez. 


Deak Dr. KEEPIN: Thank you for your letter inquiring about obtaining a 
GI loan from our company. At the present time we have no funds available for 
this type of financing. 

I might suggest that you contact Mr. C. J. Hermann, executive secretary of 
the Voluntary Home Mortgage Credit Program, 1114 Commerce Street, Dallas 2, 
Tex., and inquire about GI financing. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. W. STRICKLER, 
Supervising Appraiser. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION PROCESSES DIRECT LENDING PLAN APPLICATIONS 


The Veterans’ Administration is now processing applications for the purchase or 
construction of a home under its direct lending program immediately on receipt, 
as long as funds remain available, Donald E. Crow, manager of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration regional office, stated Saturday. 

Direct loans are made by the VA to veterans living in rural areas and com- 
munities, including Santa Fe, who are unable to obtain financing from a private 
lending agency. All of New Mexico is included in the direct loan area, except the 
eorporate limits of Albuquerque, Grants, Farmington, Roswell, Clovis, Hobbs, 
Carlsbad, Las Cruces, and Alamogordo. 

A direct loan may be made to eligible veterans of World War II and the Ko- 
rean conflict to purchase or construct a home; to purchase a farm on which there 
is a farm residence; to construct a home on land owned by the veteran; to repair, 
alter, or improve a farm residence or other dwelling. In each instance, the vet- 
eran must occupy the home or farmhouse as his home, Crow said. 

Under existing legislation, the direct loan program ends July 25, 1960; there- 
fore, those veterans who desire consideration should submit their application 
immediately to allow adequate time for processing. Also, applications are pro- 
cessed according to the date of receipt in the VA. 

The maximum loan amount is $13,500 

Veterans who desire to make application for a direct loan may visit their 
nearest VA office or write to the VA regional office in Albuquerque, Crow said. 


Hinton & Locke, INC., 


Albuquerque, N. Mez., January 18, 1960. 
Dr. GEORGE RoBERT KEEPIN, 


Los Alamos, N. Mea. 


DeaR Sir: We regret to inform you that we are not in a position to make 
a GI loan of this type. However, if we may be of any further service to you 
in the future please feel free to contact us at the above address. 

Yours very truly, 
BE, B. Curry, 
Assistant Secretary. 
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[From the Santa Fe New Mexican, Jan. 22, 1960] 


(After receipt of Dr. Keepin’s letter, the following correspondence 
followed :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Jornt COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
February 1, 1960. 
Dr. GEORGE ROBERT KEEPIN, Jr., 
Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, 
Los Alamos, N. Mez. 


DeaR Dr. KEEPIN: Thank you very much for your letter dated January 23, 
1960, explaining your difficulties in trying to obtain financing for a home on 
Barranca Messa in Los Alamos. I have read your letter with great interest, 
and with considerable sympathy. It seems to me very unfortunate that the 
Veterans’ Administration and the local mortgage lending institutions should 
refuse to take a chance on the future of Los Alamos. 

The problem of home financing was discussed briefly during the public hear- 
ings by the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy in Los Alamos on December 
7, 1959. But your explanation, together with the materials which you for- 
warded to me, clearly document the problem. I will do what I can to try to 
bring about correction of this unfortunate situation. 

If it is agreeable with you, I would like to include a copy of your letter and 
its enclosures in the record of the hearings held in Los Alamos on December 
7, 1959. The hearings were held in order to investigate various problems in the 
Los Alamos community, including housing problems, and I believe your letter 
explains a problem very clearly, and would be a valuable addition to the record. 
However, I would not want to include it without your permission. ‘Since the 
hearings will be going to press in the very near future, I would appreciate your 
reply on this point as soon as possible. Also, if you have any comments or fur- 
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ther suggestions as to how to solve the home financing problems, I would like 
to have them. 

I have written letters to John A. McCone, Chairman of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, and Sumner G. Whittier, Administrator of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration, requesting them to look into this situation, and report to me, 
and I am enclosing copies of those letters for your information. 

I am returning to you the enclosures which you forwarded to me in your 
January 23 letter, because you may desire them for your files, especially the 
VA certificate of eligibility. However, I have made four photostatic copies of 
all of these materials, and I am retaining one copy, sending one to the staff 
of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, one to the AEC, and one to the VA. 

Thank you again for your letter, and I hope that we will be able to do some- 
thing to straighten this matter out. 

Sincerely yours, 


CLINTON P. ANDERSON, Chairman. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 


February 1, 1960. 
Mr. SUMNER G. WHITTIER, 


Administrator, Veterans’ Administration, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. WHITTIER: Enclosed for your information are copies of the fol- 
lowing: A letter dated January 23, 1960, to me from Dr. George Robert Keepin, 
Jr., of Los Alamos, N. Mex.; a letter dated January 13, 1960, to Dr. Keepin 
from Mr. W. H. Butterbaugh, Chief of the Loan Processing Section of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration regional office in Albuquerque, N. Mex.; and other ma- 
terials and letters furnished to me by Dr. Keepin’s January 23 letter. 

It is requested that the Veterans’ Administration review this letter and for- 
ward comments as to the reasons why the Veterans’ Administration is not willing 
to make a direct loan to Los Alamos residents, such as Dr. Keepin. In my 
opinion, it is of the utmost importance that men of his caliber be retained in 
the atomic energy program, As indicated by Dr. Keepin’s letter to me, he is 
considering leaving Los Alamos because of the position of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration and the mortgage companies. 

Enclosed for your information, also, is a copy of a letter I am writing to 
Mr. John A. McCone, Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission, requesting 
that he also look into this situation. 

I would appreciate your reply by February 15, 1960. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, Chairman. 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
JOINT COMMITTEE ON ATOMIC ENERGY, 
February 1, 1960. 
Hon. Joun A. McCone, 
Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR JOHN: Enclosed is a copy of a letter dated January 23, 1960, to me from 
Dr. George Robert Keepin, Jr., of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, and 
copies of various letters to Dr. Keepin which were enclosed in his letter to me. 
As indicated, Dr. Keepin has had considerable difficulty in obtaining home 
financing on Barranca Mesa in Los Alamos. 

It is requested that the AEC carefully review Dr. Keepin’s letter, and the 
other enclosures, and submit comments and possible suggested solutions for the 
problems raised, as soon as possible, preferably by February 15, 1960. 

The position of the Veterans’ Administration, and also of the mortgage and 
lending agencies which Dr. Keepin has contacted, is difficult to understand. 
Certainly the Rover project will be with us for some time in the future, and I 
feel certain that continued advance research work at Los Alamos will continue 
to be an essential part of our national atomic energy effort. But apparently 
the mortgage companies are unwilling to take a change on Los Alamos residents. 

I have written to Sumner Whittier, Administrator of the Veterans’ Adminis- 
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tration, asking him to look into the matter. A copy of my letter to him is 
enclosed. 

I appreciate your looking into this matter, and I hope it will be possible to 
correct what seems to me an unfortunate situation for the residents at Los 
Alamos whose efforts are vital to our atomic energy research program. 

Sincerely yours, 
CLINTON P. ANDERSON, Chairman. 


VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION, 
OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C., February 16, 1960. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 


DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: I appreciate the opportunity of furnishing the informa- 
tion requested in your letter of February 1, 1960, as to the reasons why Dr. 
George Robert Keepin, Jr., and other residents of Los Alamos are unable to 
obtain direct loans. 

The experience of Dr. Keepin in trying to find a private lender who will 
make him a VA-guaranteed home loan in Los Alamos is similar to that which 
veterans are experiencing generally throughout the country. This is so not 
only in rural areas but in urban areas also. Unfortunately, private funds for 
GI home loans are in short supply in most parts of the Nation at the present 
time. Private lenders are reluctant to make GI home loans at the 544-percent 
interest rate which is the maximum allowed by law. As greater yields are 
available on comparable alternative investments, lenders generally have sharply 
curtailed or terminated their investments in VA-guaranteed loans. 

As you know, the governing law limits the making of direct loans to veterans 
residing in rural areas and small cities and towns where traditionally private 
capital has not been generally available on GI loan terms. These areas are 
designated as “housing credit shortage areas.” The eligibility of the Govern- 
ment-owned Los Alamos project for designation as an “eligible direct loan 
area” presents an exceptional situation and is a problem which we had occasion 
to consider previously. It was initially concluded that the direct loan program 
was not intended as a medium for financing the construction of housing for 
employees in a federally operated project having the unique characteristics of 
Los Alamos. We believe that the direct loan program is intended to operate 
only in typical rural and semirural areas and in small cities and towns where 
GI financing by private lenders traditionally has not been generally available. 

We have been informally advised by officials of the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion that available Government-owned housing does not satisfy the existing 
needs of employees and that this has resulted in a program for the sale of lots 
in Barranca Mesa to project employees. They have therefore sold 72 lots in the 
Barranca Mesa subdivision in Los Alamos and are planning to open up another 
section of 47 lots in 1960. Since the houses being built in the subdivision are in 
the $20,000-to-$25,000-and-up bracket and the maximum direct loan is only 
$13,500, we do not believe that our direct loan program would provide much 
help in this project in any event. 

The inadequacy of available direct loan funds to meet the current demand 
in places already designated as “eligible direct loan areas” is another important 
factor in deferring at this time any action to designate additional direct loan 
areas. At the end of January there were about 29,000 veterans seeking direct 
loans and all available funds will fall far short of satisfying this demand. 
Since the direct loan program will terminate on July 25, 1960, and as available 
funds will be enough to make direct loans to less than half of those now on our 
direct loan waiting lists, we have considered it desirable to endeavor to satisfy 
the needs of those who have been on the waiting lists for some time and to 
defer the designation of additional direct loan areas generally. 

I assure you that I personally appreciate the importance of assisting Los 
Alamos technical experts to obtain suitable housing. However, since Los 
Alamos is not the usual type of area served by the direct loan program, and 
inasmuch as available direct loan funds will not be enough to satisfy the needs 
of veterans already on our waiting lists, I have approved the conclusion of 
my staff personnel that the facts do not warrant the designation of Los Alamos 
as a “direct loan area” at this time. 
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I sincerely hope that the conditions in the money market will soon improve 
so that veterans nationwide will be able to obtain from private lenders GI 
mortgage financing they need so badly. It is our belief that if the Veterans’ 
Administration had the authority to adjust the interest rate on GI loans under 
the same ceiling as that authorized for FHA loans, veterans would be afforded 
a greater opportunity to obtain homes under the VA-guaranteed home loan 
program. 

Sincerely yours, 
SUMNER G. WHITTIER, Administrator. 


U.S. Atomic ENERGY CoMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., February 17, 1960. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 

Deak SENATOR ANDERSON: We appreciate your sending to us Dr. Keepin’s 
letter of January 23, 1960, in which he explains the difficulties he had had in 
his attempts to obtain a Veterans’ Administration guaranteed loan for a home 
he contemplates building at Barranca Mesa. I have had a detailed investiga- 
tion made as to the situation with regard to Barranca Mesa loans. Although 
we have not completed all phases of our investigation and action in this regard, 
I shall send you this initial report. 

As you may remember, we provided in the Barranca Mesa program that the 
development layout itself and the covenants running with the land, which stipu- 
lated the minimum size and value of houses to be placed on the lots, meet mini- 
mum FHA standards. We did this to insure that individuals would have the 
greatest possible chance to secure both FHA and VA guaranteed loan benefits. 

As you know, 70 lots on Barranca Mesa are presently owned by individuals. 
Later this year some 47 additional lots in the second increment should be offered 
for sale. On the initial 70 lots sold, some 40 houses (on 43 lots) have been 
constructed or are under construction. An informal check by Mr. Paul Wilson 
of the owners of these initial 40 houses indicates that 23 houses are self- 
financed, 16 houses are mortgaged, and 1 was financed by a construction loan. 
The 16 mortgages are with the First National Bank of Santa Fe through its 
Los Alamos branch, while the construction loan is with the Espanola State 
Bank. Of the 16 mortgages, 14 are guaranteed by FHA and 2 are so-called 
conventional loans. No VA loans have been obtained by Los Alamos residents. 
The 16 mortgages thus far financed by the First National Bank of Santa Fe, 
Los Alamos branch, have been funded from an initial amount of $500,000 set 
up by the institution for this purpose. 

Of the 40 houses mentioned above, 19 are being built by the individuals 
themselves rather than through a builder. Thirteen of these people have indi- 
cated to the Los Alamos area office that they will need financing of some kind 
to complete their home construction. In these cases, however, the owners do 
not qualify for home loans until construction of the house in complete. 

Of the remaining 27 lot owners, who have not yet started construction, 20 
have indicated informally to Mr. John LaMonica of the Los Alamos area office 
that they desire a mortgage. Six of these persons have indicated they are 
entitled to VA benefits. Of the six, four have indicated they will consider 
VA, FHA, or conventional loans; one wants either an FHA or VA; while 
Dr. Keepin desires only a VA loan. Of the 20, 7 have already obtained 
commitments for a mortgage from the Los Alamos branch of the First National 
Bank of Santa Fe, while 7 others are discussing loans with that branch. The 
remaining six have made no contacts or inquiries on loans. 

We instructed Mr. Paul Wilson to contact the banks and home loan agencies 
in Santa Fe to determine their present loan policies relative to loans in Los 
Alamos and Santa Fe Counties. In addition, he discussed the policy of the 
Espanola State Bank of Espanola, N. Mex., with regard to loans at Los Alamos. 
He has informed me that, while VA-guaranteed loans are not being made by 
these lending agencies, sources are available for FHA-guaranteed loans and con- 
ventional loans for building in Los Alamos and Santa Fee, though individual 
policies of the lending agencies differ. It should be pointed out that only the 
Iirst National Bank of Santa Fe, through its Los Alamos branch, has set aside 
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funds for the Los Alamos homebuilding. Of the $500,000 initially set aside, 
$107,000 is still available for 15-year loans. 

Mr. Paul Wilson has informed me that a Los Alamos Building & Loan Asso- 
ciation is in the process of organizing and has made application for savings 
insurance to the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation. A member 
of my staff has made contact with a Washington representative of the Federal 
Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation and offered to provide any information 
that may be needed from the AEC to permit the expediting of an answer to 
this request. I shall inform you further of the outcome. 

We have discussed with the staff of the Veterans’ Administration the prob- 
lem of loans guaranteed by the VA for home financing in Los Alamos. They 
have informed us that the present scarcity of investment capital has resulted 
in lending institutions throughout the Nation having sufficient demands for 
loans at interest rates of 6 percent or higher. Similarly, at Los Alamos lending 
institutions have not made funds available at the lower interest rates of 514 
percent on VA loans. My staff has been informed by the VA staff that that 
agency has recently completed a survey of Los Alamos County to determine 
whether the county can qualify for direct VA loans. The VA staff informed 
us that they have concluded that under existing regulations Los Alamos County 
does not qualify for direct VA loans. It is our understanding that a letter is 
being sent to you from the Administrator of the Veterans’ Administration dis- 
cussing this matter. 

We have also considered the question as to whether or not under the Atomic 
Energy Community Act of 1955 (Public Law 221, 84th Cong.) there is authority 
for the Commission to make direct loans to individuals under circumstances 
such as those applying at Barranca Mesa. We have examined this and find 
that, by virtue of the definition of “community” in section 21 b. of that act, 
the Commission’s authority thereunder is limited specifically to Oak Ridge and 
Hanford. Further, in any event there is no authority included to lend money 
for construction and financing of new homes but only of securing mortgages 
on existing structures and accomplishing repairs thereto. 

We hope, of course, that the start of private housing being made at Barranca 
Mesa will develop into a much broader home construction and ownership pro- 
gram _ To assist in this effort, we hope that all practical assistance will be 
given to the effort by loan institutions in Santa Fe and Albuquerque. I have 
asked Mr. Kenner F. Hertford to examine the long-range expectation in this 
regard and to make contact with the banks and home loan institutions in both 
Albuquerque and Santa Fe to explore the matter. I have asked that he con- 
sider both the current and the longer-range problems and that he emphasize 
to these institutions the permanence we believe Los Alamos as a laboratory 
and community will have. I will inform you further of his feelings on this 
question after he has made these contacts. 

Sincerely yours, 


A. R. LuEepEcKE, General Manager. 


(Subsequently AEC issued the following press release concerning the problem 
of financing private real estate development at Los Alamos :) 


U.S. Atomic Enercy CoMMISSION, ALBUQUERQUE OPERATIONS OFFICE, 
ALBUQUERQUE, N. MEx. 


Representatives of lending agencies in Albuquerque and Atomic Bnergy 
Commission officials will meet at a luncheon Tuesday (March 1) in the Alvarado 
Hotel to discuss the problem of financing private real estate development at 
Los Alamos. 

To provide background for the discussion, Frank C. Di Luzio, Deputy Manager 
of the AEC’s Albuquerque operations, will talk about the mission and history of 
AKC installations in New Mexico, and will discuss and analyze Commission 
programs in the State and will attempt to show that they are different from 
other defense-related Government programs that have been of a temporary or 
transient nature. 

Mr. Di Luzio will discuss problems that have been encountered in financing 
privately built homes at Barranca Mesa at Los Alamos, where the Government 
has sold building lots to individuals, and the need for finding financing for pos- 
sible future development by private industry of homes for sale or rent at White 
Rock, a level area of land now owned by the Government a few miles from Los 
Alamos. 
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(On March 4, 1969, AEC issued the following press release : ) 
U.S. Aromic ENERGY CoMMISSION, Los ALAMOos AREA OFFICE, Los ALAMOS, N. MEx. 


Laboratory Director N. E. Bradbury told the Los Alamos Planning Committee 
yesterday (Thursday) that he now believes that a disposal plan for Los Alamos 
similar to the Oak Ridge and Richland plans probably would not hurt the 
Laboratory program and very likely would help it. 

He made it clear that much depended on the terms of the sale and the ar- 
rangements for operating the community, but if a plan at least as favorable 
as that worked out in the other two AEC towns were introduced here, it should 
benefit the residents and therefore the Laboratory. 

“T cannot speak for the 3,250 members of the Laboratory staff, but personally 
I am in favor of the idea,” Bradbury said. 

The Planning Committee met first with Bradbury and later with Paul A. 
Wilson, AEC Manager here, to discuss their findings thus far. Mr. Wilson 
stated that he thought disposal was a desirable ultimate objective. However, he 
indicated his firm conclusions must await a review of the final report, since 
in his estimation the success of the Barranca Mesa subdivision and the White 
Rock development were major factors in the timing of disposal. 

Members of the Committee’s task groups are visiting Oak Ridge and Richland 
this week and next, and will start preparing their reports on their return. The 
Committee has a target date of June 1. 


A STATEMENT ON “GOVERNMENT CITIES” WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO LOS 
ALAMOS, N. MEx. 


In the past 20 years many “Government cities’ have sprung up throughout 
the country. When a large project is undertaken that is too large or specialized 
for private industry, it has been our Government’s policy to build a city to house 
the people engaged in the project. Examples of these cities are Richland, Wash. 
(Hanford works), Oak Ridge, Tenn. (K-25 plant), Mercury, Nev. (Nevada test 
site) and Los Alamos, N. Mex. (Los Alamos Scientific Laboratories). While my 
statement is aimed at the situation at Los Alamos, N. Mex. a few remarks about 
what seems to be our Government’s policy with regard to these cities appear to 
be cogent. 

With few exceptions these cities usually have a high fence around them with 
an intricate security system to carefully control all access. The houses, land, 
shops, stores, etc., are owned by the Government and administrated by a con- 
tractor on a cost-plus basis or by an agency of the Government. Very few of the 
niceties that make life enjoyable are provided because these cities are usually 
looked upon as “temporary” even though some of them have been in existence 
almost 20 years. Because they are “temporary,” homes, buildings, etec., are 
quickly thrown up with little thought to comfort and considerable thought to 
cost and utility. Only the basic needs of the community are provided for and 
then only after a cost study has been made with an eye toward economy. Little 
or no thought is given to providing a house and community that will be con- 
ducive to the enjoyable living under which people can produce better and more. 
All this leads to a sterile community, devoid of the individual warmth and charm 
that our normal cities display. This sterility must be experienced to be ap- 
preciated. Visit any small town of 13,000 people in the United States for a few 
days and then spend a similar period at Los Alamos. There will be no doubt 
in your mind, as to the difference, it is quite striking. 

(It is interesting to observe the reactions of new arrivals in this sort of 
community. Of course the difference is felt immediately. Some of them adjust 
to it within a few months and many never adjust. Of the many that never 
adjust some leave and some stay because of their work. Those that stay because 
of their work are usually highly skilled and trained in a position that does not 
have many employment opportunities. For example: The places that can offer 
employment to an atomic bomb physicist are rather limited. ) 

These cities are not administrated by the people but by a manager of some sort 
who often does not feel it is a proper place for his family so he resides in a 
nearby, normal city. It is illustrative of the feeling these managers have toward 
their jobs to consider the case of the manager who purchased a home in a 
normal city near the Government city he managed. He insisted that his new 
home be near a swimming pool because he enjoyed swimming and wanted his 
children to learn. However, when he was asked to support a program to build a 
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pool in his Government city he refused, maintaining it to be needless waste of 
money. This attitude is often displayed by the taxpayers and reflected in the 
investigations of different congressional committees into what has been called 
“easy living at Government expense.” In reality it is certainly not this but 
nothing more than asking for the sort of things every American feels is necessary 
for an enjoyable, meaningful, and productive life. 

All this leads to an amazing paradox. Before anyone can take up residence 
in most of these Government cities a thorough investigation is made into their 
background in an effort to prove they do not subscribe to communism. The dic- 
tionary gives as a definition of the word “communism”: “* * * regulation of all 
social, economic, and cultural activities through the agency of a single authoritar- 
ian party * * *.” There can be no doubt that all the “social, economic, cultural 
activities” are carefully regulated by the administrators of these Government 
cities. In short it appears that one must be a proven non-Communist before one 
can take up residence in these American communistic communities. 

Los Alamos, N. Mex. was established on a “temporary” basis for the purpose 
of constructing and assembling the first atomic bomb. Wartime pressures 
dictated speed at all costs. This speed was combined with tight security which, 
of course, made the situation more complicated. This “temporary” city has been 
in existence for 18 years. The city has been largely rebuilt in that the resi- 
dential and technical areas are now separated by a rather deep canyon. Several 
minor steps have been taken to make it resemble closely a normal city ; however, 
it is still basically the same Government city. The Atomic Energy Commission 
administers the city through its local manager who together with the Director 
of the Laboratory dictate all policies under which the city is run. While I 
agree that Los Alamos was established under extenuating circumstances I cannot 
agree that the need still exists. 

From childhood we have been taught that our democratic, free enterprise sys- 
tem is the best in the world. And that it has allowed us to build the greatest 
country in the world. We are told that under our system man can be happier, 
produce more, and live a better life. If this is really so, it is hard to understand 
how we can defend this situation at Los Alamos. If man is better off governing 
himself, why is it necessary to have an AEC Manager? Many answers have been 
given to this question and in my opinion none of them are satisfactory. 

The most frequent argument heard goes like this: Los Alamos is a “one indus- 
try town.” Without the Laboratory Los Alamos would be a ghost town. The 
AEC supports the Laboratory and it must therefore support the town in order to 
provide living quarters for the workers in the Laboratory. By “support the 
town” they really mean—own the town. That the AEC owns the town, there can 
be no doubt. It was only after years of effort that the people of Los Alamos suc- 
ceeded in getting a plot of ground for private homes. And even with this they 
still have little to say about how the town is run. 

The Director of the Laboratory and ABC Manager set all policies pretty much 
according to their own tastes. If these policies only affected the town it would 
be bad enough but being a one-industry town anything that affects the town 
will affect the Laboratory. For example, the Laboratory is now deeply involved 
in the Rover program. One of the functions of the Laboratory is to keep our 
Nation up to date in all technical matters and to advise our Government as to 
the steps it should be taking to maintain our world leadership in science and 
technology. (The fact that we are losing our leadership in these fields is no 
secret and is not surprising.) The amount of effort to be devoted to a given 
project (such as Rover) is decided not on the merits of the project but on the 
number of houses available. Los Alamos has a limited number of houses avail- 
able. If someone leaves, a house becomes available that can be filled with either 
a clerk or servo engineer, but not both. A clerk might be of great help in handling 
the paperwork on the new laboratory insurance program but a servo engineer 
will help us fly Rover sooner. The answer is: Build more houses. In a normal 
city this is easily done but not so in Los Alamos. Congress must appropriate 
the money, bids must be requested, contracts must be let, surveys must be made— 
after all this and 1 to 2 years’ time we will have the houses. But only after the 
Director of the Laboratory has put the wheels in motion by requesting funds 
from Congress. If the Director chooses not to ask for more houses then of course 
none will be built. This places a tremendous amount of responsibility on the 
shoulders of one man. We are fortunate to have an extremely conscientious and 
capable man as Director at Los Alamos who is deeply concerned not only with 
the problems at Los Alamos but with those of the Nation. He is quite sincere 
in his efforts to use all the facilities at his command to provide the Nation with 
the tools of defense it needs, but he is asked to wear two hats. One as the 
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Director of the Laboratory and the other as director of the town. He must be 
able to weigh the merits of expanding the Laboratory against the difficulties in 
obtaining more housing (with the long leadtime) together with the future prob- 
lem of obtaining funds to run not only a larger laboratory but a larger town. 
Can we do a program as large as Rover without expanding the Laboratory? Many 
say no, Some say yes, but the fact remains that Los Alamos is a major National 
Laboratory and scientific research in all fields is expanding. The future can be 
expected to place heavier demands on the facilities and staff on the Hill. How 
are these demands to be met without expansion? All this is really an extraordi- 
nary load to be carried by one man no matter how wise or sincere he may be. 
There is really too much to lose if he guesses wrong. 

Experience has shown that there are only two answers the Administrator 
has to any problem. The first is “lock it up and issue keys” and the second is 
“appoint a committee and make a study.” The AEC being composed mostly of 
administrators has lived up to tradition and is currently “making a study,” 
the third since 1952. Previous studies have resulted in relatively minor changes 
that were indicated by a change in situation on the Hill and really did not need 
a study to bring them about. One of the changes was the opening up of the 
town. After the critical technical areas were moved to the South Mesa it was 
obvious that no further reason existed to maintain the guard around the town. 
It took a study to convince the AEC. The second study finally resulted in a 
small section being set aside for private homes. The major problems are still 
present. The people still do not administer the town and have little to say on 
how it is administered. The things most needed will never occur as the result 
of any study. The people must demand this right to govern themselves and 
Congress must insist that the people have an obligation to govern themselves. 
This can only be accomplished in one way. 

Congress must strip the AEC (and other agencies of the Government) of the 
right to administer the cities and towns that are built to support the labora- 
tories, construction projects, test sites, ete., that it must build and fulfill its 
mission. The government of any of these cities or towns must be left to the 
people who inhabit them. Existing towns of this kind should be turned over to 
the people with all possible haste. Of course there are difficulties involved. A 
worker cannot be expected to move into a wilderness and build a house before 
beginning work on a new dam. One solution would be for the agency doing the 
work to build the town and rent to the worker with the provision that the 
house and land on which it is built is for sale at a specified price. This would 
also be true for the commercial interests in the town. At the outset it would 
be difficult to establish a local government with just a few first arrivals so 
temporary steps would have to be taken. A professional city manager would 
be employed by the city. His salary and expenses being paid temporarily by 
the agency doing the work. After a tax system was set up and the town was 
of sufficient size to support itself, his salary together with city expenses would 
be met by the city treasury. This would not be an easier system, and it may 
not even be the cheapest. No one has ever said democracy was easy or cheap, 
but we all seem to agree it is better. 

The case of Los Alamos is much different in that it has been in existence for 
some time and the AEC “city fathers” have taken firm root. The following 
recommendations, if put into effect should remove these roots and allow free 
enterprise to take over the city. This would allow Los Alamos to expand as 
needed to fulfill the requirements of defense and new research projects as they 
become known. To be sure, these recommendations would result in a period 
of transition of a year or so during which things would be fairly hectic. Real 
estate offices would be opened, a great amount of new construction would take 
place. People have nothing to do with the Laboratory would be movingin. These 
people would be merchants, plumbers, carpenters, city employees, elderly people 

yanting to be near their children, and in general a cross section of all the people 
necessary to make up and maintain a small city. These recommendations are: 

(1) Divorce the Laboratory and the town. Remove from the Director, the 
AEC and the Laboratory all responsibility for running Los Alamos. This would 
free the Director to concentrate on the problems of the Laboratory. Of course 
his, cooperation would always be welcomed at city hall. If he saw a future 
need for more houses for more people made necessary by a new Laboratory 
undertaking, this information would be of great help in planning the future 
of the town. 

(2) Put up for sale all land and buildings not directly connected to the 
Laboratory. This would be a tremendous undertaking and would necessitate 
great effort on the part of the AEC. 
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(3), Aid the people of Los Alamos in setting up a city government and have it 
clearly understood that all problems will be dealt with, with an eye toward 
turning the city over to the people at the earliest possible date. One of the 
most difficult problems faced by any city is the budget. Because of its peculiar 
situation this problem can be expected to be one of the greatest Los Alamos will 
have to face at the outset. In other one-industry cities, the city taxes the in- 
dustry for its share of running the city. This is not possible at Los Alamos 
beeause the Laboratory is Government owned and not subject to local taxation. 
Perhaps the most simple solution is a subsidy to the city in lieu of taxes. An- 
other more complicated way is to incorporate the Laboratory as a private re- 
search organization. The “profits” of this corporation could be adjusted to 
equal just the amount of taxes necessary to pay the Laboratory’s share of the 
city tax burden. As far as the total amount of funds is concerned, the AEC 
would not be expending any more than it now is and due to the people carrying 
some of the tax burden the possibility exists that less AEC funds would be 
necessary in the future. Another possible source of revenue would be from 
the major contractors to the Laboratory taking advantage of a free and open 
town to establish offices (and maybe even some shops) on the hill. 

(4) Open up all possible areas to free enterprise and free access. This in- 
cludes the airport and airspace over the city. Of course airspace over most 
(if not all) technical areas would naturally remain restricted. Private use of 
an airplane is a basic right just as is the private use of an automobile. There 
is no real reason why the airport should be restricted. At present the only 
commercial transportation to the hill is via Carco Airline (an AEC subsidized 
organization) who flight schedule is set up to meet the needs of the Laboratory 
and not the town. 

In essence these recommendations ask for the removal of all restrictions 
to “* * * government for the people and by the people * * *.” 

The problem, which may overshadow all others, of getting the people to 
recognize and assume the responsibility of governing themselves must also be 
dealt with before any real progress can be made. The fact that this problem 
exists is a sad cammentary on our attitude toward the American way but it 
is easy to see how it came about. 

There are, in our country, a class of people who feel either a need to be 
sheltered or because their work is specialized and demanding feel they have 
little time (or interest) to devote to their civic responsibilities. The physical 
sciences are replete with the latter and have as many as any other profession 
of the former. Over a period of years a culling process has occurred until all 
those interested in discharging their civic responsibilities have either left or have 
settled down to the cloistered life on the hill. This culling has gone to the 
point where very few of those who are left are interested in accepting their 
community responsibility and most are perfectly happy to let “Big Daddy AEC” 
run their town in any way it sees fit. The problem of getting these people to 
recognize and accept the responsibility of running their town could be a formi- 
dable one. It appears the only solution is for the AEC to take the initiative and 
remove itself from community affairs. It is almost certain that this will not 
occur if left up to the AEC. Congressional action will be necessary to bring 
it about. 

With a free and open town the Laboratory could then expand (and contract 
if need be) as demands on it dictate. Besides atomic weapons, perhaps the two 
most important projects in progress on the Hill are the Rover and Sherwood 
programs. The housing situation on the present time is so tight that an expan- 
sion in either of these two programs is not possible. Yet in order to build, test, 
and fly Rover in any reasonable period of time (say 1963 or 1964) more people 
must be obtained. The Sherwood program is probably the most important long- 
range program in the world today. With our tremendous consumption of fossil 
fuels the demand for new cheap energy sources will be great in the near future. 
If a breakthrough in the Sherwood program should occur, the Laboratory could 
not take advantage of it, simply because it could not expand in time to meet the 
new requirements. A suggestion that would temporarily relieve the housing 
problem and allow immediate expansion is to move all clerical and accounting 
departments off the Hill, perhaps to Santa Fe. This would be a temporary 
measure and would not provide a permanent solution. However, it would allow 
the acquisition of enough additional technical people that flying Rover in’1963 
would become quite possible. 

In conclusion it should be pointed out that this statement is an expression 
of the author’s opinion and should not be looked upon as a personal attack on 
anyone. The purpose of this statement is not to place blame but rather to recog- 
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nize and define the areas of difficulty and to give recommendations designed to 
correct these difficulties. The success of the Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory 
has enjoyed is due to the combined efforts of many sincere, conscientious people 
doing the best job they know how. These people range from the director to 
the janitor. The Laboratory can and should make even a larger contribution in 
future years to both scientific knowledge and the well-being of the country. In 
order to enjoy a continuing success it must grow as needed and its staff must 
learn to exploit itself and facilities in such a way that the best in both of them 
will emerge. Self-criticism and continual reevaluation of its aims and missions 
are essential. It is in this spirit that this statement is given. 

The ideas and recommendations expressed in this statement are solely those of 
the undersigned and are in no way meant to express the policy or official position 
of the AEC, University of California, Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, or any 
members of the staffs of these institutions or anyone else but the undersigned. 
Respectfully submitted. 

Dr. WILLIAM D. CLARK, 


Los Alamos, N. Mev. 
Marcu 6, 1960. 


(Subsequent to the hearing, the following correspondence took place 
between Senator Anderson and the AEC, and is hereby included in 
the record.) 


ATOMIC ENERGY COMMITTEE, 


Washington, D.C., January 9, 1960. 
Mr. JoHn A. McCone, 


Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission, 
Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. McCone: Enclosed for the information and review by AEC head- 
quarters, are two copies of the transcript of the public hearing held by our 
Subcommittee on Communities in Los Alamos on December 7, 1959. It is re- 
quested that the Commission review this transcript, and submit comments to 
the Joint Committee concerning the policy issues raised and followup action 
contemplated by the Commission. 

The cooperation and assistance provided by the AEC Albuquerque and Los 
Alamos offices in preparing for these hearings is appreciated by the Joint 
Committee. 

Sincerely yours, 


CLINTON P. ANDERSON, Chairman. 


ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 


Washington, D.C., February 4, 1960. 
Hon. CLINTON P. ANDERSON, 


Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 
Congress of the United States. 


DEAR SENATOR ANDERSON: We appreciated your letter to Mr. McCone of 
January 9, 1960, transmitting for our review a transcript of the public hearings 
held by your Subcommittee on Communities in Los Alamos on December 7, 1959. 

While we do not have any corrections or comments with respect to policy 
issues or regarding the text of the transcript, I am pleased to respond to your 
query as to followup action taken by the Commission. The following is a sum- 
mary of action taken or contemplated : 

1. White Rock housing development.—Invitations for proposals for the de- 
velopment of a housing development at White Rock have been drafted by the 
Los Alamos area office and are currently being reviewed by Washington Head- 
quarters Divisions. It is anticipated that the invitation can be issued early 
in February and prospective bidders will be given approximately 4 months to 
submit proposals. 

2. Trailer park.—Following an unsuccessful attempt to obtain a developer by 
competitive bidding, negotiations were conducted with three interested develop- 
ers for the trailer park. The firm of Royal Crest, Inc., Las Vegas, Nev., was 
selected and a contract was executed January 21, 1960. The contractor will 
take over and operate the existing trailer park pending the development by the 
contractor at his expense of a new trailer park of at least 125 trailer spaces. 

3. Commercial leasing of vacant land.—(a) Bids have been opened on the 
commercial leasing of 8,000 square feet of vacant land in the community center 
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and the higher of the two bids received was $510 per month. The lessee is to 
construct a building on the site. Although the lessee has a wide choice as to 
the type of business to be conducted, it is understood that a grocery store, self- 
service laundry, and liquor store are under consideration. 

(b) A second vacant land area of 19,200 square feet opposite the post office 
on Central Avenue was advertised on January 8, 1960. The lease will be for 
55 years and will require that the lessee construct a building at his own expense. 
Any of a wide range of businesses may be conducted at this location at the 
option of the lessee. 

(c) Depending on the success and demand indicated by the above two addi- 
tional land areas, one of 19,000 square feet and a smaller one of approximately 
5,000 square feet are available and can be advertised in the near future. 

4. Expansion of Government-owned building by lessees.—(a) The Barber’s 
supermarket has not yet indicated its desire with respect to expansion, at its 
own expense, of the Government-owned building currently under lease. AEC 
remains prepared to carry on negotiations upon request of the lessee. 

(b) The Los Alamos Branch of the First National Bank of Santa Fe and AEC 
have completed negotiations which permit the bank to alter by expansion the 
Government-owned building which the bank occupies. 

5. Extension of expiring leases—(a) Preliminary negotiations have been con- 
ducted for a 5-year extension to the present expiring 10-year contract for con- 
tinued operation of the Safeway grocery store in the Government-owned building. 
No difficulties were experienced in this negotiation. 

(b) Several more 10-year leases will expire in the next 12 months and prepara- 
tions are underway to negotiate 5-year extensions if the lessees desire such 
extensions. 

6. Barranca Mesa subdivision.—Development of the next 47 lots on Barranca 
Mesa is now underway and all construction should be completed by midsummer. 
It is contemplated that Federal Housing Administration will appraise these 47 
lots during April and the lots will be offered for sale to project-connected 
personnel at the appraised values. 

7. The Los Alamos Planning Committee—The Los Alamos Planning Com- 
mittee has completed the organization for an intensive study of community 
operation. The Committee is being assisted by eight task groups composed of 
Los Alamos residents which are reviewing in detail problems in the following 
areas: 

1. Residential real estate. 
. Commercial operations. 
. Public safety. 
. Public education. 
5. Recreational and cultural activities. 
. Government studies (local). 
. Utilities. 
Health, hospital, and welfare services. 

The work of the Committee is being appropriately publicized and the Los 
Alamos citizens are following the study with keen interest. 

The Committee is authorized to utilize expert consultants as required and 
close liaison with Oak Ridge and Richland communities will be maintained in 
order to take advantage of solutions to common problems achieved in these 
other communities. 

8. Elimination of prohibited area (P-207).—The field portion of the current 
study of prohibited area (P-207) covering Los Alamos has been completed. 
The comments of the Department of Defense has been requested in connection 
with the reduction or elimination of this airspace reservation. It is anticipated 
that this matter can be concluded in the near future. 

9. Commercial air facility—At the present time, there are no uncommitted 
land areas within Los Alamos County of a suitable size for a public aviation 
facility. If in the future an acceptable area becomes available, a determina- 
tion could be made with respect to its use for a public aviation facility. 

I hope the above information is satisfactory for your purpose. Should you 
desire additional information, we will be pleased to furnish it. 

Sincerely yours, 


A. R. Luepecke, General Manager. 
(Whereupon at 6:05 p.m. the meeting was adjourned.) 
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